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ABSTRACT
This dissertation examines the influence of ecological, 
institutional, and cultural variables on neighborhood 
victimization rates of assault, burglary, and robbery in 30 
urban neighborhoods. Ordinary least square regression 
analysis is sued to determine which variables are most 
prédictives of these rates. Based on social disorganization 
theory, social control theory, and subculture of violence 
theory, an integrated model is developed. The integrated 
model includes elements of all three theoretical 
orientations, clearly indicating that crime is not 
unidimensional, and that different variables are predictive 
of specific types of crime at the neighborhood level. It 
was found that assault and robbery were best predicted by 
neighborhood levels of educational attainment and 
neighborhood stability. In addition Proportion Black had no 
effect on any of the crimes, while Southern region had a 
negative effect on robbery. Theoretical implications of the 
findings and direction for future research are discussed.
V l l l
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of the research presented here is to 
examine the social organizational characteristics of 
neighborhoods and the degree to which they are predictive of 
variant levels of crime. Specifically, the study will seek 
to determine the social structural characteristics of 
neighborhoods that are determinants of rates of criminal 
victimization in the form of assault, burglary, and robbery. 
The basic questions the research will seek to answer are:
(1) what is the social and structural context of high 
neighborhood crime rates; and (2) what features of these 
neighborhoods, if any, produce disproportionately different 
types of crime such as assault, burglary, or robbery?
The association between social and structural 
characteristics of geographical areas and crime has been the 
object of considerable research, but SMSA's, cities, and 
states have been the unit of analysis in the majority of the 
studies, rather than neighborhoods. Nonetheless, several 
significant relationships between ecological characteristics 
and crime levels have been found. For example, many 
empirical studies have found a positive relationship between 
the percent Black and crime, particularly for urban Blacks
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
and violent crime. Several alternative explanations have 
arisen, among them the subculture of violence thesis, 
conflict theory, and anomie or strain theory. However, 
despite important theoretical departures, some studies have 
shown that when the effects of inequality and other 
structural variables are controlled, "the effects of race 
are markedly reduced" (Blau & Blau, 1982; Taylor &
Covington, 1988). In effect, crime rates are not the 
consequences of the "kinds" of individuals living within 
certain areas, but reflect the nature of social life within 
certain neighborhoods or communities, regardless of the 
individuals who are dwelling within those areas. This, 
then, calls for a "kinds of places" rather than a "kinds of 
people" explanation, and requires a macrolevel explanation 
rather than an individual level explanation. The benefit of 
moving beyond microlevel to macrolevel explanations of crime 
is that the latter will distinguish what it is about the 
social structure and constitution of some neighborhoods that 
are associated with high rates of crime, as compared to 
other neighborhoods that remain relatively safe. This 
distinction may have profound implications for both 
criminological theory and for policies designed for 
neighborhood crime prevention.
More recently, neighborhoods, rather than larger units 
like cities or states, have been used as the unit of 
analysis. Studies have tended to conceptualize 
neighborhoods in one of two ways, either as units of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
stratification, or as units of social control. The 
stratification approach examines the effects that structural 
variables have on crime rates, while the social control 
approach examines how social disorganization affects 
aggregate crime rates. To examine neighborhoods as both 
units of social control and as units of stratification is 
important because structural inequality and social 
disorganization both may play primary roles in contributing 
to crime rates within specific neighborhoods. Therefore, 
the nature of the relationship between neighborhoods as 
units of social control and as units of stratification and 
crime will be examined in this study.
Statement of Focus 
This study is important because it will specify which 
macrosociological characteristics are linked to varying 
neighborhood rates of assault, burglary, and robbery. The 
study will be guided primarily by the ecological tradition 
in sociology. The ecological perspective has shown that 
"structural properties can be examined apart from the 
personal characteristics of their individual members" (Berry 
Sc Kasarda, 1977, p. 13) . This lies at the heart of the 
ecological perspective. As Shaw and McKay (1942) were among 
the first to note, not everyone living in urban, inner-city 
neighborhoods is equally prone to committing crime, but the 
probability of becoming delinquent or committing a crime is 
greater for residents who reside in high-crime, urban 
neighborhoods.
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This study will examine the structural characteristics 
of a sample of neighborhoods in large, urban areas and will 
make several contributions to the existing literature on the 
social ecology of crime and delinquency, particularly at the 
neighborhood level. First, the study will link the 
structural and organizational characteristics of 
neighborhoods to varying victimization rates within 
neighborhoods. Therefore, it may overcome some of the 
problems associated with using official data.
Second, the study will explore why victimization crime 
rates are higher in some areas, as opposed to other areas, 
despite the kinds of people residing in the neighborhoods. 
This will broaden our understanding of ecological 
influences.
Third, the study will link several of the dominant, 
sociological traditions to varying crime rates among 
different neighborhoods, and attempt to provide an 
integrated model of explanations of crime at the 
neighborhood level.
Organization cf the Research
This study will be organized as follows: Chapter 2
will present an overview of the previous empirical research 
and theories used for explaining the nature of the 
relationship between neighborhoods and crime. Through this 
review, hypotheses will be generated to examine neighborhood 
characteristics that predict differential crimes. 
Methodological strategies utilized in this study are
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 3 will be concerned with 
operationalizing the variables and the methodological issues 
associated with the study of neighborhoods and their effects 
on crime. Also, the methods of statistical analysis that 
will be utilized in the research will be discussed here. 
Chapter 4 will present the empirical findings; and Chapter 5 
will discuss the findings and implications of the results. 
Chapter 6 will provide further exploration and specification 
of the findings. Chapter 7 will discuss the strengths and 
limitations of the study and implications for future 
research. Chapter 8 will provide a summairy and conclusion 
of the findings.
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CHAPTER 2
NEIGHBOPJÎOODS AND CRIME: AÎÎ OVERVIEW
A common thread of "inconsistency" runs throughout the 
body of literature regarding the relationship between crime 
rates and neighborhood characteristics. Several factors 
have contributed to this problem. First, there is a 
disparity in how the key factors associated with high 
neighborhood crime rates (e.g., racial composition, income, 
and poverty) have been measured (Patterson, 1991). As a 
result, the empirical findings and theoretical applications 
vary from study to study, and few patterns can be 
established. Second, very few neighborhood studies have 
included intervening variables (Kornhauser, 1978; Sampson & 
Groves, 1994), indirect effects or interaction effects, each 
of which could have profound implications for distinguishing 
the characteristics that contribute to high crime rate 
neighborhoods. Another problem concerning neighborhood 
research is the non-availability of appropriate data sources 
for testing properties associated with neighborhood crime 
rates. For example, census data do not contain suitable 
measures for examining the relationship between social and 
cultural characteristics and neighborhood crime rates; and 
ethnographic research is restricted to a few communities or 
a small number of neighborhoods or blocks, and as such, has
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
imposed limitations on its applicability to other 
neighborhood studies. These are paramount issues that 
contribute to inconsistent theoretical and methodological 
results in research on neighborhood crime rates. As a 
result, a void exists in our understanding of the 
specification of the relationships between structural and 
ecological characteristics of neighborhoods and crime rates.
Spetiiflc Crime Rates and Neighborhood Organization: 
Independent and Dependent Variables
This study will explore the relationship between 
structural and ecological factors, community 
disorganization, and crime. Specifically, it will explore 
the nature of social organization and its relationship to 
neighborhood crime.
Previous studies, such as Skogan's (1990) Disorder and 
Decline, have noted the impact of social disorganization on 
neighborhood crime rates. In essence, the degree of social 
disorganizational and structural inequality of neighborhoods 
are assumed to be strong predictors of rates of criminal 
victimization in certain areas. Furthermore, research on 
social disorganization has shown that some community 
characteristics are predictive of levels of violence, while 
others are predictive of burglary or robbery (Patterson, 
1991; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Skogan, 1990; Smith & Jarjoura, 
1988; Stark, 1987). To be sure, social organizational 
characteristics have independent effects on crime generally,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
8but specific types of crime are not equally predicted by 
these variables (Sampson, 1987a).
The purpose of the present study is to study the 
neighborhood features that are predictive of serious crime 
such as robbery, burglary, and assault. To begin, the 
following issues will be included in the text : coverage of
neighborhood characteristics that account for "type of 
crime" differences, including specification of the 
independent and dependent variables; a review of four 
sociological theories of crime (social disorganization, 
subculture of violence, routine activities, and social 
control); a review of research that has examined community- 
specific crime rates and their causal factors; and 
theoretical generation of hypotheses concerning how 
organizational parameters of neighborhoods are predictive of 
assault, burglary, and robbery.
Research has shown that there are several neighborhood 
characteristics that account for varying crime rates. Among 
these variables are: age structure, areal social and
economic status, levels of family disruption, racial 
composition, population stability, and neighborhood routine 
activities. These neighborhood characteristics have a 
strong connection with theoretically specified causes of 
crime.
Regarding the age structure, one of the brutal facts in 
criminology is that most forms of crime reach a peak in 
teenage years, decline in late adolescent years, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
steadily decline with the aging process (Farrington, 1982; 
Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1990). Without a doubt, there is a 
strong and stable relationship between age and crime, but 
types of crime show variance with age. According to 
Farrington (1982), "The Uniform Crime Reports in the United 
States show that the peak ages for arrests for violence (24) 
and sexual offenses (26) are later than for property 
offenses such as burglary (17) and theft (17)" (p. 184).
These findings are important to this study because the age 
structures of neighborhoods are expected to have an 
independent effect on the nature and volume of crime.
Crime rates for specific crimes vary by race as well.
In 1989, the percentage of arrests by racial groups in the 
United States showed that Whites accounted for 66.0% of 
burglaries, while Blacks accounted for 32.3% (Sutherland, 
Cressey, & Luckenbill, 1992). However, the trend is 
different for robbery. Sutherland et al. reported that 
Blacks comprise about 12 percent of the population, and 
account for 65.0 percent of the robbery rates. Overall, 
Black arrest rates for robbery were ten times higher than 
those for White arrest rates, and they accounted for more 
than one-half of homicides. These statistics suggested that 
the types and amount of crime were likely to differ greatly 
between predominantly White and predominantly Black 
neighborhoods. All in all, the racial constitution of 
neighborhoods has been shown to be directly related to the 
type and volume of crime within the areas.
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other social and economic conditions differentially 
influence crime (Merton, 1938, 1957) and neighborhood levels 
of assault, burglary, and robbery as well. For example,
Katz (1988) linked robbery to an affective element--the 
quest for power--suggesting a possible explanation for 
racial variance. Similarly, Blau and Blau (1982) found that 
robbery was not related so much to economic conditions or 
age, but was related to percentage of Black and with the 
deprivation associated with being Black. But which social 
and ecological characteristics account for such an acute 
need for power, why is it manifested through robbery, and 
why is this manifestation disproportionately greater among 
Blacks than Whites? Several explanations have been offered, 
one being the notion of "ascribed status" which argues that 
a larger percentage of Blacks are "born in a lower status," 
and experience greater levels of social and economic 
discrimination (Blau & Golden, 1986). Blau and Golden
(1986) stated, "For most, being Black entails inferior 
opportunities, which may well lead to expressions of 
frustration" and "frustration leads to diffuse feelings of 
hostility that find expression in impulsive acts of 
aggression rather than in a rational pursuit of interests"
(p. 15).
Social conditions, such as levels of family 
integration, also have a significant effect on crime. For 
example, Patterson (1991) examined rates of burglary from a 
social control perspective and found that "burglary rates
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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were significantly higher in areas with larger youthful 
populations and higher levels of family disorganization"
(pp. 770-771). Blau and Golden (1986) found, "Prevalent 
marital breakup reflects much conflict in and disruption of 
interpersonal relations, substantially increasing the 
probability of eveiry type of criminal violence" (p. 20) .
Neighborhood stability also has a significant effect on 
crime rates (Skogan, 1990; Stark, 1987). When neighborhoods 
experience high levels of transience, there are several 
negative consequences: strangers are more difficult to 
recognize; intra-familial networks are more difficult to 
establish; and supervision of youth diminishes as intra- 
familial relationships decline. The literature has shown 
that each of these factors has a positive effect on rates of 
criminal victimization.
Routine activity theory has suggested that structural 
patterns of activity affect crime rates through the spatial 
and temporal convergence of three elements--suitable 
targets, lack of supervision, and motivated offenders. This 
theoretical perspective is important to the study of 
neighborhood crime rates because neighborhoods generate 
varying levels of the three elements. Furthermore, the 
three elements interact with other neighborhood factors such 
as neighborhood stability, age structure, and racial 
composition, and the interactions are likely to have 
significant effects on rates of criminal victimization.
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The implications above suggest multidimensional 
explanations for neighborhood crime types and crime rates. 
That is, neighborhood rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery are influenced differently by a plethora of 
variables, including structural, cultural, and ecological 
factors, and the factors associated with one type of crime 
will not necessarily be as predictive of other types of 
crimes.
The dependent variables in this study are rates of 
self-reported victimization for assault, burglary, and 
robbery. Neighborhood victimization rates for assault, 
burglary, and robbery were chosen for several reasons: they
are serious offenses, they capture two different types of 
crime--violent crime and property crime--and the dynamics of 
these crime events differ considerably. Assault, of course, 
is a violent offense and involves face-to-face interaction 
between victim and offender, while burglary involves theft 
of personal property, but involves no necessary interaction 
between the victim and offender. Robbery, however, contains 
elements of violent crime and property crime. As a result, 
robbery has been conceptualized as both a property offense 
and a violent offense. Further discussion of the 
operationalization of the variables is included in the 
methodology section.
The independent variables in this study will be 
selected from four dominant sociological theories of crime. 
The study also will control for race and age. The goal of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the research is to determine the most parsimonious 
combination of variables with respect to the prediction of 
rates of assault, burglary, and robbery.
Four.Sociological Theories of Crime and Their Implications 
for Neighborhood Levels of Crime
Theoretical interpretations of the relationship between
communities and crime have been offered by several
theoretical perspectives, among them social disorganization
theory (Kornhauser, 1978; Reiss, 1986; Shaw & McKay, 1942;
Skogan, 1990; Stark, 1987), subculture of violence theory
(Reed, 1982; Wolfgang & Ferracuti, 1967), routine activity
theory (Lynch, 1987; Maxfield, 1987; Messner & Blau, 1987;
Messner & Tardiff, 1985), and social control theory
(Hirschi, 1971; Shover, 1983). Each theory presents
different etiological explanations for criminal behavior,
but it is argued that elements of each theory may be
combined to provide a more comprehensive explanation of
criminal activity at the neighborhood level.
Social Disorganization and Crime
Social disorganization theory was one of the earliest
approaches to studying crime rates, and has its roots in the
research that was conducted by the "Chicago School" (Park,
1936; Shaw, 1929; Shaw & McKay, 1942). Social
disorganization was conceptualized as a condition that
exists when a community has difficulty establishing,
practicing and maintaining effective social control, and
where institutional controls (i.e., marriage, religion,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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education, and community involvement) are no longer 
regulative forces. The main goal of social disorganization 
theory was to explain why disproportionately higher crime 
rates were found in certain areas of the city, (e.g., the 
inner city), and why disproportionately higher crime rates 
persisted there, even though the cultural and ethnic 
characteristics of the individuals who lived in those areas 
changed over time.
Shaw and McKay (1942) were among the first to attempt 
to determine a causal relationship between ecological 
changes, social disorganization, and crime rates. Since 
that time, the ecology of crime and the explanation of it as 
a reflection of social disorganization has been conceptually 
linked. By examining crime rates and other symptoms of 
"social pathology" (i.e., school truancy, suicide, mental 
illness, juvenile delinquency, teenage pregnancy), Shaw and 
McKay (1942) found that crime rates within certain areas of 
the city remained stable over time despite the changing 
racial or ethnic makeup of the particular areas. Hence, 
they argued that it was not the traits of the individuals 
who lived in certain areas of the city, but that it was the 
nature of the social life of the area itself that created 
disproportionately higher crime rates and delinquency.
There are several correlates of social 
disorganization, many of which are inherently important to 
theoretical explanations of neighborhood crime rates. For 
example, social disorganization is characterized by
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demoralization, alienation and apathy among its members, 
withdrawal from community activities, fear, transience, and 
altered neighborhood networks. These neighborhood 
characteristics ultimately undermine community morale and 
its sense of community cohesion. In addition, social 
disorganization leads to stigmatization of the neighborhood 
and its residents, reduces stakes in conformity, and 
increases moral cynicism. Each of these factors has been 
shown to increase participation in criminal activity 
(Skogan, 1990; Stark, 1987; Toby, 1957), and are vital 
criteria for studying differential rates of criminal 
victimization in neighborhoods.
Subculture of Violence and Crime
The subculture of violence tradition suggests that 
certain cultural groups "have disproportionately high 
amounts of violence that can be explained within a context 
of meanings and values that encourage, justify, and 
prescribe violence" (Reed, 1982, p. 142-143). The theory 
indicates that violence is a culturally learned response 
(Gastil, 1971; Luckenbill & Doyle, 1989; Miller, 1958; Reed, 
1982; Wolfgang & Ferracuti, 1967) and, according to Wolfgang 
and Ferracuti (1967), the more integrated an individual is 
into the subculture, the greater the likelihood "that his 
behavior will be violent in a variety of situations"
(p. 381) .
The southern subculture of violence hypothesis is a 
variation on the subculture of violence thesis, and has been
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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used to explain why Southern rates of some forms of violence 
are consistently higher than those in non-Southern regions. 
According to this perspective. Southerners show 
disproportionately higher rates of certain types of 
violence, because violent attitudes, beliefs, and standards 
of behavior have been learned, developed, and passed down 
from generation to generation--by both the non-marginal and 
marginal members, and by Blacks as well as Whites (Reed, 
1982). The argument is that Southerners do not express 
violence in all situations, but their willingness to resort 
to violence in certain situations or contexts emphasizes the 
character of a southern culture of violence (Bankston,
St. Pierre, & Allen, 1985; Reed, 1982).
Research has shown significant effects of geographical 
regions on crime rates. Therefore, the southern subculture 
of violence thesis was used in this study to determine the 
effects that geographical regions have on neighborhood crime 
rates.
Routine Activity and Crime
The routine activity model attributes patterns of 
criminal victimization to routine lifestyle activities in 
which people engage (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Maxfield, 1987; 
Messner & Blau, 1987; Messner & Tardiff, 1985; Sherman, 
Gartin, & Buerger, 1989). Routine activities theory argues 
that the spatial-temporal convergence of motivated 
offenders, lack of guardianship, and suitable targets is 
required before the commission of a crime can occur, and
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that an increase in crime can occur in the absence of 
structural influences that create more motivated offenders 
(Cohen & Felson, 1979).
Research has shown that routine activity theory is more 
adept at predicting property crimes than violent crimes. 
Theoretical explanations for the differential effects that 
lifestyle activities have on different types of crimes have 
been offered. Consider what Miethe, Stafford, and Long
(1987) said:
. , . violent crimes against persons are often 
expressive (i.e., spontaneous, impulsive) rather 
than instrumental acts (e.g., directed toward an 
economic end). Hence if motivated offenders 
engage in a conscious selection of suitable 
targets who lack guardianship, the spontaneous 
nature of most violent crime is incongruent with 
the strictly rational characterization of human 
behavior underlying routine activity/lifestyle 
theories. Second, in contrast to most property 
offenses, violent crimes involve a direct 
confrontation between victims and offenders. 
Differences in routine activities/lifestyles may 
predispose some individuals to riskier places, but 
violent victimization is probably more dependent 
upon the specific interpersonal and situational 
dynamics in a particular social setting than on 
simple physical exposure to a risky situation. 
Given these differences, general measures of 
routine activities/lifestyle should be more 
predictive of the differential risk of property 
victimization than violent victimization.
(p. 186)
There are, then, several reasons why routine activity 
theory is important for exploring differential crime rates 
in neighborhoods while simultaneously examining the effects 
of other traditional sociological variables. First,
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cultural and social structural characteristics of 
neighborhoods may affect the types of temporal and spatial 
activities in which people engage. Second, the activities 
in which people engage affect the nature and volume of crime 
within the neighborhood. Third, neighborhoods will produce 
varying levels of target attractiveness, guardianship, and 
motivated offenders. Therefore, this study included several 
dimensions of routine activity in the analysis of 
neighborhood crime.
Social-Control and Crime
Social control theory argues that human behavior is not 
inherently conforming and that it is conformity rather than 
non-conformity that must be explained. Control theory is 
unique in its approach to explaining crime, because, unlike 
most other criminological theories, it focuses on why people 
do not commit crime. According to social control theory, 
conformity to social norms is practiced when the individual 
forms a bond to conventional society (Hirschi, 1971). There 
are four elements of the bond--attachment, commitment, 
involvement and belief--and the greater the development of 
each element of the bond and the more elements of the bond 
present within an individual, the less free one is to 
deviate.
The elements of the bond have been viewed from an 
individual, microlevel framework, but lately they have been 
viewed from a macrolevel-social disorganizational
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perspective, particularly the element of commitment. Bursik
(1988) argued:
The dynamics of social disorganization lead to 
variations across neighborhoods in the strength of 
the commitment of the residents to group 
standards. Thus, weak structures of formal and 
informal control decrease the costs associated 
with deviation within the group, making high rates 
of crime and delinquency more likely. (p. 521)
Commitment to community can be conceptualized as the 
proportion of the population that has investments in 
conventional institutions, and can be measured at the 
community level. Commitment also can be linked to the 
social and structural characteristics of neighborhoods and 
neighborhood crime rates. That is, victimization and crime 
rates will tend to be higher in those neighborhoods 
characterized by lack of commitment to conventional 
institutions in society.
Theoretical Generation of Some 
Crime-Specific Hypotheses
The literature review has included several theoretical 
perspectives as a point of departure, and has shown that 
ecological, structural, and cultural factors may offer 
considerable explanatory power to the relationship between 
neighborhood characteristics and varying crime rates. 
Therefore, this section of the dissertation will draw from 
past research and will generate hypotheses to test how the 
dominant variables associated with each theory may be used
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to predict specific types of crime at the neighborhood 
level.
Ecology of Crime:.Social Disorganization and 
Routine Activity Theory
The effects of ecological variables will be predicted 
using two theoretical perspectives--social disorganization 
and routine activity theory.
Social disorganization. Criminology traditionally has 
focused on what motivated individuals to commit crime, and 
what distinguished the deviant from the non-deviant. 
Recently, there has been a shift from the individual "kinds 
of people" approach to a "kinds of places" approach. Stark
(1987) and others (Shaw & McKay, 1942; Taub, Taylor, & 
Dunham, 1984), for example, have identified ecological 
indicators of "deviant places," (i.e., density, poverty, 
mixed-use, transience, and dilapidation), and suggested 
propositions specifying the connections between neighborhood 
characteristics and deviance. Therefore, the proposed 
research here will examine how density, mixed-use, 
transience, and dilapidation affect neighborhood crime 
rates, and attempted to clarify which characteristics are 
predictive of specific forms of crime.
1. Density. As stated by Durkheim (1951), increasing 
moral density disturbs social organization. Along the same 
lines. Stark (1987) argued that density increases the 
likelihood for social interaction between the most deviant 
and the least deviant, increases moral cynicism, reduces the
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general level of parental supervision, and contributes to 
the "impersonal and transitory" social experiences 
(Patterson, 1991). The impact of density on social 
interaction is important, because it has been linked to 
weakened attachments and commitments to social relationships 
and to community organizations, both of which have 
implications for explaining rates of criminal victimization.
Therefore, the research here examined the effect that 
density has on victimization rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery. According to Rountree et al. (1994), density 
creates opportunities for violent crimes, but suppresses 
opportunities for burglary, because of the contextual effect 
of guardianship. Other research has found that violent 
crime rates were higher in more densely populated 
neighborhoods, but that density had no effect on burglary 
victimization when controlling for other variables (Smith & 
Jarjoura, 1988). But for Stark (1987), poverty and crowded 
households contribute to conflict inside the home, and these 
factors encourage youngsters to congregate outside the home. 
To add to the criminogenic nature of such neighborhoods, 
they generally are located in mixed-use areas. Thus, when 
youngsters congregate outside the home, loitering around 
businesses is not uncommon, and, as previously stated, 
interaction between the more and least deviant prone is 
generated. Given these conditions, density increases the 
opportunity for deviant and criminal behavior, and possibly 
the number of motivated offenders. Stark (1987) reported:
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Where homes are more crowded, there will be a 
greater tendency to congregate outside the home in 
places and circumstances that raise levels of 
temptation and opportunity to deviate. Gove and 
his associates reported that crowded homes caused 
family members, especially teenagers to stay away.
. . . when people stay away from home they will 
tend to congregate in places conducive to deviance 
(stores, pool halls, street corners, cafes, 
taverns and the like). (p. 897)
Therefore, this research will examine the relationships 
between density and neighborhood crime rates (assault, 
burglary, and robbery). The hypothesis states:
Proposition 1. Neighborhood density will have a positive
relationship with crime rates, and 
particularly with assault.
2. Mixed-Use. Mixed-Use refers to areas where 
residential homes and apartments, industry, and commercial 
shopping areas all exist within a geographical area defined 
as a neighborhood. Sociologists have investigated the 
effects that "mixed-use" has on neighborhoods' stability, 
property values, crime rates, and neighborhood satisfaction 
(Skogan, 1990; Stark, 1987; Taub et al., 1984), and have 
found the effects to be detrimental to neighborhood social 
organization.
The literature has shown there are specific ways in 
which Mixed-Use may contribute to crime. From a routine 
activity perspective, the presence of businesses in socially 
disorganized neighborhoods provides ready targets for crime 
(e.g., burglary and robbery); and, from a social
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disorganization perspective, Mixed-Use weakens the 
community's ability to practice informal social control 
(Shaw & McKay, 1942; Stark, 1987), through the cumulative 
effects of changes in racial composition, transience, and 
the socioeconomic condition of the area (Bursik, 1988) . 
Therefore, this study will examine the effects that Mixed- 
Use has on neighborhood crime rates. The following 
hypothesis will be tested:
Proposition 2. Mixed-Use in neighborhoods will have a
positive relationship with crime rates, 
particularly with burglary and robbery.
3. Transience. Neighborhood transience refers to 
people migrating into, out of, and within neighborhoods, and 
the process usually reflects the current status of the 
neighborhood (Shaw & McKay, 1942; Skogan, 1990; Stark, 1987; 
Wilson, 1987) . Neighborhood characteristics associated with 
socially disorganized neighborhoods (i.e., density, poverty, 
mixed-use, high crime rates, poor school districts) are very 
stigmatizing and have a significant impact on which types of 
residents are leaving and which types are moving into the 
neighborhood. Stark (1987) stated:
More successful and conventional people will 
resist moving into a stigmatized neighborhood.
. . . this means that only less successful and
less conventional people will move there.
(p. 901-902)
Transience has been viewed as a major determinant of 
crime and delinquency at the community level. For Shaw and
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McKay (1942), transience undermined the community's ability 
to establish norms and to practice social control, and 
contributed to crime. Others have noted the long-term 
consequences that transience has on neighborhood crime 
rates. First, the selective-out migratory process leaves 
behind pockets of poverty, contributes to the ghettoization 
process, weakens community and social cohesion, and creates 
low-status, high crime neighborhoods (Wilson, 1987).
Second, those who stay behind face imposed disturbances to 
"extra-familial attachments" (Freudenburg, 1986; Stark,
1987), are generally less satisfied with the neighborhood 
(Sampson, 1991), and, in terms of their involvement in 
crime, may have greater opportunity and fewer inhibitions 
about becoming involved in crime (Stark, 1987).
Overall, research has shown that transience alters 
neighborhood networks, causes psychological withdrawal among 
residents, reduces participation in community organizations 
(Rose, 1995), attenuates neighborhood integration and 
cohesion (Sampson, 1991), and weakens the effectiveness of 
social control.
Regarding crime-specific forms of crime, research has 
shown that transience has a positive effect on burglary and 
robbery, but not for assault, murder, and rape (Jarrell & 
Howsen, 1990). Therefore, the following hypothesis will be 
examined:
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2 5
Proposition 3. Neighborhood transience will increase crime
rates, and will be more predictive of 
burglary and robbery than of assault.
4. Dilapidation. According to Skogan (1990), one of 
the dimensions of socially disorganized neighborhoods is 
dilapidation or physical disorder. Physical disorder is 
characterized by deteriorating conditions and other 
indicators of neglect such as trash, abandoned buildings, 
dog litter, broken windows, graffiti, and noise.
The physical environment of socially disorganized 
neighborhoods is associated with "soft crime" (loitering, 
presence of porno shops, prostitution), illegal activity, 
and other social ills (teenage pregnancy, welfare mothers, 
suicide, drug and alcohol addiction, and joblessness).
Little empirical research has dealt with the influence that 
physical disorder has on the nature and volume of crime; 
however, Skogan (1990) found an association between physical 
disorder and the sale and use of illegal drugs, 
prostitution, and drug and alcohol addiction. Since 
assault, burglary, and robbery have been found to be 
associated with such activities, the following hypothesis 
will be tested:
Proposition 4. Increasing physical disorder within
neighborhoods will be a significsmt 
positive predictor of burglary, robbery, 
and assault.
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Routine activity theory. Routine activity theory is 
essential to a comprehensive understanding of neighborhood 
crime rates because motivated offenders, suitable targets, 
and lack of guardianship determine different types of crime 
and rates of victimization (Lynch, 1987; Maxfield, 1987; 
Messner & Blau, 1987; Messner & Tardiff, 1985) among variant 
neighborhoods. Routine activity literature has indicated 
that the theory is "crime specific, explaining property 
crime better than personal crime" (Bennet, 1991, p. 158). 
Nonetheless, different neighborhood routine activities will 
have an impact on different types and amounts of crime, 
assault included. The three indicators of routine activity 
theory that will be used to make predictions about the 
relationship between routine activities and neighborhood 
crime rates in this study are keeping house, living alone, 
and age.
1. Household presence of guardianship. Routine 
activity theory has suggested that increased crime rates 
have resulted from changing trends in human activity 
patterns (Cohen & Felson, 1979) and household composition 
(Smith Sc Jarjoura, 1989) . For example, in the past, many 
women "kept house" and provided guardianship to the home 
during working hours. However, this trend has changed.
Cohen and Felson (1979) reported the dramatic changes that 
occurred in women's activities between 1960-1970 in the 
following statement : ", . . the percent of the population
consisting of female college students increased 118%.
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Married female labor force participant rates increased 31%" 
(p. 58). Many have argued that the proportions of 
households without the presence of guardianship have 
contributed to greater opportunity for crime, and 
specifically for property crimes.
Some neighborhoods are characterized by large numbers 
of people not in the working force, whose status is that of 
"keeping house." In this study, the assumption is made that 
"keeping house" indicates the presence of guardianship, 
when, indeed, people "keeping house" may not be at home, and 
guardianship may not be present. However, if "keeping 
house" is assumed an indicator of guardianship, 
neighborhoods with large proportions of residents who "keep 
house" may be predictive of lower rates of burglary and 
robbery; however, if the crime-specific nature of routine 
activity theory holds true, household "guardianship" will be 
more predictive of burglary and robbery, but less predictive 
for assault. Assuming that "keeping house" indicates 
guardianship, the following hypothesis will be tested: 
Proposition 5. Neighborhoods with a large proportion of
residents who are "keeping house" will be 
predictive of lower rates of crime in 
general, but will be more predictive of 
burglary amd robbery than for assault.
2. Living Alone. According to routine activity 
theorists, "the percent of the population living as primary 
individuals increased by 34% between 1960 and 1970'(Cohen &
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Felson, 1979, p. 58); and when viewed as a lack of 
guardianship, living alone enhances the opportunity for 
crime. For example, persons living alone often leave their 
houses unoccupied, which indicates lack of supervision of 
their households, and places them at greater risk for 
property crime victimization. Living alone is also related 
to the spatial and temporal routine activities in which 
people engage, and subsequently can affect their exposure to 
risk (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Messner & Tardiff, 1985; Miethe 
et al., 1987). That is, the routine activities of those who 
live alone (e.g., going out alone at night) places them at 
greater risk of personal victimization.
Overall, research has shown that living alone has no 
effect on levels of violent victimization, but it has shown 
a positive relationship between living alone and burglary 
(Rountree et al., 1994). Therefore, the greater the 
proportion of residents living alone in different 
neighborhoods, the more property crime one should expect. 
Given the above literature, the following hypotheses will be 
tested:
Proposition 6. Neighborhoods with a large proportion living
alone will be more predictive of higher 
rates of burglary émd robbery, but will be 
less predictive of assault.
3. Age. The pattern between crime and youth is so 
persistent that criminological theories have suggested that 
a general tendency toward deviance and crime is very common
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among adolescent and young adult males (Osgood, Johnson, 
O'Malley, & Bachman, 1988) . Research has shown that the 
elements involved in the calculus of deviance (i.e., 
calculations of the risks associated with criminal behavior) 
change as persons become older (Shover, 1989). What seems 
to change is that decisions to participate in crime become 
less focused on affective elements, such as excitement and 
immediate gratification, and become more influenced by 
stakes in conformity and the commitments and investments 
made to conventional society (Shover, 1989).
Along the same lines, routine activity theory has also 
shown that young, single males involve themselves in 
lifestyle activities (e.g., going out alone during night 
time hours, attending bars or other "hot spots of crime," 
engaging in other forms of deviance such as drinking 
alcohol) that not only encourages deviance, but also places 
them at greater risk of victimization (Sherman et al.,
1989) . Therefore, their decisions will affect the 
activities in which they choose to participate, and will 
generate varying levels of suitable targets, supervision, 
and motivated offenders within the neighborhood context. In 
this sense, age can be understood within the context of 
routine activity and lifestyle theories. Therefore, this 
study will examine the effect that age has on indicators of 
routine activity theory, and will examine the extent to 
which age influences victimization rates of assault.
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burglary, and robbery. Given the above literature, the 
following hypothesis will be tested:
Proposition 7. Generally, young neighborhood age structures
will be associated with higher rates of 
assault, burglary, and robbery.
Institutional Integration And Crime: Economic.
Intra-Familv and_Inter-_Family Integration in Terms 
of Social Contr_Q.l and Social Disorganization
The interplay between institutions and social 
integration has a long-term history of use in sociological 
explanations of deviant and criminal behavior (Durkheim,
18 97) . Since different neighborhoods experience varying 
levels of social integration, the concepts are essential for 
examining types and rates of crime across different 
neighborhoods. Institutions represent the values and norms 
from which social behavior is derived. Therefore, if social 
groups have been socialized in areas where institutions 
provide regulatory forces, they will share a common 
consensus of norms and values, will experience higher levels 
of social integration, and will practice conventional 
behavior and conformity to institutionalized expectations. 
Conversely, in socially disorganized areas, regulating 
institutions are no longer effectively controlling social 
conduct. When regulatory forces become ambiguous and, 
hence, less effective at binding its members to conformity 
and regulating social behavior, more criminal and deviant 
behavior can be expected.
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This study will explore the following dimensions of 
institutional integration: economic integration,
institutional integration, intra-family integration, and 
inter-family integration within neighborhoods.
Economic integration. The economic level of 
communities and its impact on crime rates has been the point 
of departure for many research designs (Cantor & Land, 1985; 
Crutchfield, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Thornberry & 
Christenson, 1984; Wilson, 1987). Overall, the results have 
been mixed, and little more than the fact that "the 
relationship between economic conditions of social areas and 
crime rates varies by the type of crime and the measure of 
economic conditions" (Patterson, 1991, p. 769) has been 
clearly established. Therefore, this study attempted to 
clarify how economic integration accounts for different 
types and rates of criminal victimization at the 
neighborhood level.
Unemployment. Research generally shows a positive 
relationship between unemployment and crime rates. However, 
because there is a disparity in how unemployment has been 
conceptualized and operationalized, research has shown many 
inconsistent results. For example, research on the impact 
of unemployment on crime has shown null effects, negative 
effects, positive effects (Cantor & Land, 1985), and 
reciprocal effects (Thornberry & Christenson, 1984). 
Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume that unemployment 
will have an important impact on neighborhood crime rates.
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particularly in neighborhoods where the greater proportion 
of the population is unemployed.
Several theoretical perspectives have directed the 
research toward the relationship between unemployment and 
crime rates. Routine activity theory has conceptualized 
unemployment as a "motivator and a suppressor of criminal 
behavior" (Crutchfield, 1989, p. 490). That is, 
unemployment may reduce property crime because the 
unemployed are more likely to stay at home where they will 
offer a certain degree of guardianship to their property.
On the other hand, unemployment may enhance crime rates if 
loitering on the streets, frequenting bars and pool halls 
(Crutchfield, 1989), and developing networks with other 
unemployed individuals become part of their routine 
activities.
According to social control theory, employment is 
analogous to involvement and participation in conventional 
activities, and serves as a control against crime and 
deviance (Shover, 1983). The theoretical argument is that 
unemployment indicates weakened bonds to society, a lack of 
attachment to fellow workers, and, hence, frees individuals 
to commit crime. As stated by Crutchfield (1989),
"secondary sector neighborhoods have higher crime rates not 
because they are composed of poor people, but because of the 
relatively large number of persons who have unstable 
employment and perhaps weak bonds to society through work" 
(p. 4 91). Crutchfield continued:
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. . . the nature of work life--the regularity of 
work, the nature of ties to the work place, and 
the compensation for work--affects the behavior of 
individual workers and affects patterns of 
behavior in the neighborhoods in which they live. 
(p. 491)
Crutchfield's (1989) research showed a positive 
relationship between labor instability and violence, but the 
relationship between labor instability and robbery was less 
significant. However, Cantor and Land (1985) combined 
"criminal motivation theories that relate unemployment to 
the prevalence of potential offenders in the population with 
criminal-opportunity theories, that relate unemployment to 
the victim proneness of potential crime targets" (p. 319), 
and found a negative relationship between unemployment and 
violent crimes, but a positive relationship between 
unemployment and property crime. Wolfgang and Weiner (1982) 
also found a negative relationship between unemployment and 
violent crime.
Overall, several relationships between unemployment and 
crime have been found. Therefore, this study will explore 
how neighborhood types and rates of crime are affected by 
levels of unemployment. The following hypothesis will be 
tested:
Proposition 8. Neighborhoods with high levels of
unemployment will be a significant 
predictor of higher rates of burglary, 
robbery, and assault.
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Education. Commitment to social institutions, such as 
education, implies high aspirations, long-term goals, and 
stakes in conformity; and, indeed, the literature has shown 
an inverse relationship generally exists between crime and 
educational attainment (Agnew, 1992; Agnew & White, 1992). 
Thus, while it can be said that education provides a 
regulatory force in society, this is not constant across all 
spatial areas. For example, in socially disorganized areas, 
regulating institutions such as education are no longer 
perceived as normative, and there is little commitment to 
such institutions. Since education is clearly indicative of 
investment in conventional behavior and commitment to 
societal institutions, educational attainment should serve 
as a control against involvement in criminal behavior.
While it has been suggested that the level of educational 
attainment that characterizes a population is likely to be 
predictive of neighborhood crime rates, little research has 
examined this particular relationship. Therefore, it is 
especially important to analyze the effect that level of 
educational attainment has on neighborhood crime rates. 
Starting from a social control perspective, then, the 
following hypothesis will be tested:
Proposition 9. All things being held equal, neighborhoods
with higher means of educational attainment 
will have lower crime rates.
Intra-family integration. One dimension of family 
integration is the proportion of the population that is
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married. Research has shown that neighborhoods with high 
rates of divorce and family dissolutions are more likely to 
experience weakened parental control, diminished attachment 
to school and other social organizations, and are more 
likely to be exposed to physical environments in which crime 
and deviant behavior is difficult to control (Blau & Blau, 
1982; Sampson, 1987a; Shihadeh & Steffensmeier, 1994;
Wilson, 1975).
One of the key concerns in the literature has been the 
effect that family disruption and male joblessness have on 
community rates of crime, particularly for Black violence 
(Blau Sc Blau, 1982; Sampson, 1987b; Wilson, 1975) . Sampson 
(1987b) found that Black male employment rates and income 
both had a powerful effect on the success of Black 
marriages, and that Black rates of violence were mediated 
through family disruption. When comparing racial 
differences, Sampson (1987a) found the following:
Family disruption is much more acute in black 
communities than in white communities, as are 
persistent poverty and male joblessness. . . . 
racial differences are so strong that the worst 
urban contexts in which whites reside with respect 
to poverty and family disruption are considerably 
better off than the mean levels for black 
communities. Thus, regardless of whether a black 
juvenile is reared in an intact or broken home, he 
or she will not grow up in a community context 
similar to that of whites with regard to family 
structure and poverty. (p. 353-354)
Similarly, Blau and Golden (1986) found that "high 
rates of marital breakup . . . contributed to the likelihood
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of violence" (p. 16), while Shihadeh and Steffensmeier 
(1994) found that within race economic inequality had a 
positive effect on Black violence that was mediated by 
family disruption.
At the same time, Sampson (1987a) found that family 
disruption had a significant effect on rates of theft and 
violent crimes and the effect of family structure had a more 
powerful effect than racial composition. Given the above, 
the following hypothesis will be tested:
Proposition 10. Neighborhoods with a large proportion
married will be predictive of lower rates 
of assault and burglary, but will be less 
predictive of robbery.
Inter-family neighborhood integration. The web of 
group affiliations and the effect it has on patterns of 
social behavior has been a traditional concern to 
sociologists (Durkheim, 1897; Mead, 1934; Sampson, 1991; 
Tonnies, 1887; Wilson, 1975). The concept of group 
affiliations implies that active, affective, and consistent 
communication occurs between group members, and that it is 
through such social interaction and communication that group 
members form attachments to others and create shared 
expectations for group members' behaviors. Thus, "others" 
can be powerful agents of informal social control 
(Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950); but when social ties 
are weak or few and communication and social interaction 
occurs less frequently, norms are poorly defined, uniformity
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among groups members declines, and the community's ability 
to maintain informal social control declines.
Hence, the quality and quantity of neighborhood ties 
can be viewed as one of the determinants of neighborhood 
crime rates, particularly from a social control perspective. 
(Freudenburg, 1986; Sampson, 1991; Stark, 1987). That is, 
when bonds between residents in the neighborhoods are 
attenuated, more deviant and criminal behavior can be 
predicted.
Neighborhood ties, by their very nature, are 
inherently linked to the affective element of the social 
bond, attachment. Attachment suggests that residents are 
sensitive to the expectations and opinions of their 
neighbors, are responsive to informal social control, and, 
as a result, will be less inclined to participate in 
behavior that violates their neighbors' expectations. Under 
these conditions, attachment will be strong enough to 
regulate social behavior, and informal social control 
systems will be more effective at deterring crime. On the 
other hand, lack of attachment has the potential to be a 
grave source of risk of victimization, as well as a source 
of opportunity for committing crime.
Research has examined the impact that neighborhood 
characteristics have on the formation of inter-family ties, 
and their effects on neighborhood behavior (Freudenburg, 
1986; Stark, 1987) and levels of integration (Petee, Milner, 
& Welch, 1994). Disrupted extra-familial attachments
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provide greater opportunity and fewer inhibitions about 
becoming involved in crime (Stark, 1987) . High levels of 
neighborhood transience have a negative effect on strong 
social ties, community attachment and neighborhood 
satisfaction, but a positive effect on neighborhood crime 
rates (Sampson, 1991). Research suggested that what is 
being disturbed is neighborhood integration. This is 
important to this study, because the "level of group 
integration in a community indeed is relevant to the process 
of informal sanctioning" (Petee et al., 1994, p. 98), and 
for deterring crime. Petee et al. (1994) stated:
. . . informal sanction threats operate most 
effectively in deterring deviant behavior among 
individuals who live in more socially integrated 
communities. Conversely, the threat of informal 
sanctioning is likely to be diminished for 
individuals who live and interact in communities 
that display very low levels of social 
integration, (p. 87)
Research also has shown that the effectiveness of 
neighborhood social control varies for different types of 
crime. That is, some types of crime are more responsive to 
threats of informal sanctions than are others.
Specifically, "impulsive" crimes (as assault and violence 
are often viewed) are less responsive to threats of informal 
sanctions, but crimes that required more forethought are 
more responsive to threats of informal sanctions (Petee et 
al., 1994) .
Weak family ties and levels of neighborhood integration 
then may be linked to higher rates of crime; however, its
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predictive value may be greater for instrumental crime than 
for expressive crimes, such as assault. In order to examine 
the effects that neighborhood integration has on crime, the 
following hypothesis will be tested:
Proposition 11. Inter-family neighborhood integration will
be predictive of lower crime rates in 
general, but will be particularly 
significant for robbery and burglary.
Cultural Factors: Subculture of Violence and 
Racial Heterageiislty
Subculture of violence. This study will examine the 
effect that Southern regions have on neighborhood crime 
rates. As discussed previously, if what the Southern 
subculture of violence thesis has suggested is true, the 
results will demonstrate that Southern neighborhoods will 
have higher rates of assault, but will not show 
proportionately higher rates of burglary and robbery, other 
factors being held equal.
Proposition 12. All else being equal. Southern
neighborhoods will show greater levels of 
assault than will non-Southern 
neighborhoods; but this variable will not 
significeuitly influence variance in the 
rates of burglary and robbery.
Racial/ethnic composition. This research would be 
remiss if it did not examine the relationship between racial 
composition of neighborhoods and crime rates. As stated by
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Shihadeh and Shruiti (1995) , "The relationship between race 
and crime is one of the most significant issues on the 
public agenda today, not only because of its implications 
for policy, but for race relations more generally" (p. 1) .
Percent Black has been a key variable in explaining 
rates of crime from any number of theoretical perspectives-- 
ascribed inequality (Blau & Blau, 1982; Blau & Golden,
1986), social isolation resulting from racial segregation 
(Peterson & Krivo, 1993), economic inequality (Harer &
Steffensmeier, 1992; Messner & Golden, 1992), economic 
inequality, male joblessness, and family disruption 
(Sampson, 1987b; Shihadeh & Steffensmeier, 1994; Wilson, 
1985), and physical and social disorder (Skogan, 1990) , to 
name but a few. On the other hand, others have linked 
percentage of Black to the subculture of violence thesis 
(Luckenbill & Doyle, 1989; Wolfgang & Ferracuti, 1967), 
which suggested some cultures teach violence as a normative, 
appropriate, and acceptable response to certain conditions.
Overall, studies have tended to account for the 
relationship between racial composition and crime in one of 
two ways, either from a structural perspective or from a 
cultural one. The challenges toward the subcultural 
perspective remain strong, as evidenced by the following 
statement :
There is nothing inherent in Black culture that is 
conducive to crime . . . high rates of Black crime
appear to stem from the structural linkages among 
unemployment, economic deprivation, and family
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disruption in urban Black communities. (Sampson, 
1987a, p. 348)
Proposition 13a: Proportion Black will be a significéuit
positive predictor of assault and 
robbery, but this variable will not 
significemtly influence rates of 
burglary.
The sociological exploration of racial composition and 
crime rates remains rigorous, and has brought about a 
departure from, or at least a variation of the variable. 
Percent Black, to the study of racial heterogeneity and its 
impact on crime at the neighborhood level. Smith and 
Jarjoura (1988) operationalized racial heterogeneity as "the 
probability that two randomly selected individuals from a 
neighborhood will be members of different racial groups"
(p. 38). Their research showed that "percentage non-White 
was found to be relatively unimportant in explaining 
neighborhood crime rates" (p. 47); however, racial
heterogeneity was significantly associated with burglary, 
but not for assault or robbery. Smith and Jarjoura (1988) 
explained:
Communities that are . . . racially mixed are
segmented neighborhoods with fewer common elements 
to unite community members. Such conditions of 
anonymity may have a stronger influence on 
rational choice crimes such as burglary to the 
extent that offenders perceive a diminished 
likelihood of detection, (p. 46)
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Given the literature review, the following hypothesis will 
be tested:
Proposition 13b. Racial heterogeneity will be predictive of
higher rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery.
Interaction Effects 
If a difference is detected "in the relationship 
between two variables within categories of a control 
variable," an interaction effect is said to exist 
(Bohrnstedt & Knoke, 1988). Given the multi-dimensionality 
of social disorganization, and given empirical and 
theoretical guidance from previous research, several 
interaction effects likely will be present among the 
variables used in this study. If so, the interaction 
effects among the variables will contribute more explanatory 
power to the models predicting the varying types and rates 
of crime than those offered by the additive effects. For 
example, poverty alone may offer only a modest explanation 
for crime; but, when the interaction between poverty and 
race is examined, more explanatory power may be present.
The three dominant independent variables associated 
with social disorganization theory are poverty, residential 
mobility, and heterogeneity. The underlying theoretical 
implication is that poverty, transience, and heterogeneity 
erode a community's ability to practice effective social 
control, (e.g., to deter crime), which, in turn, determines 
the community's crime rates. Recent research has begun to
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focus on the additive and interaction effects of indicators 
of social disorganization, such as poverty, density, family 
disruption, heterogeneity, and transience (Rose, 1995). For 
example, Warner and Pierce (1993) examined the interaction 
effects of poverty, population movement, and racial 
heterogeneity on assault, burglary, and robbery and found 
the following:
Poverty had a positive and significant effect on 
assault and burglary rates, and a significant 
effect on robbery rates when mobility was low 
[emphasis added] . . . heterogeneity increased 
crime when poverty was low, but it decreased crime 
when poverty was high. (p. 511)
Smith and Jarjoura (1988) examined the interaction 
effects of low income, heterogeneity, single-parent 
households, percent living alone, and population density. 
They found the following relationship:
Residential mobility is positively associated with 
violent crime rates in poorer neighborhoods, but 
not in more affluent areas. . . .  It is the joint 
occurrence of low socioeconomic status and 
residential mobility that increases violent crime 
rates in these residential neighborhoods. (p. 40)
Stark (1987) proposed that "Poor, dense neighborhoods 
tend to be Mixed-Use neighborhoods" (p. 898) . Neighborhoods 
characterized by Poverty, Density, and Mixed-Use are usually 
physically dilapidated and this creates high rates of 
transience. Transience increases anonymity among residents, 
weakens neighborhood ties, and causes a breakdown of social 
control in the community. The interaction effects of 
Poverty, Density, and Mixed-Use, therefore, are likely to
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contribute to greater opportunity for deviance and crime, 
and are likely to affect the rates and types of crimes 
across different neighborhoods.
Since previous studies have shown several interaction 
effects may be essential for determining the nature and 
volume of crime in neighborhoods, it is important to explore 
the interaction of the variables used in this study. Thus, 
in order to refine the understanding of the influence of 
neighborhood characteristics on the nature and volume of 
crime, this study analyzed the significant economic, 
structural, and cultural variables when an interaction 
effect is suspected.
Summary
Social disorganization theory asserts that certain 
neighborhood characteristics, such as transience, ethnic 
heterogeneity, unemployment, and family disruption reflect 
social disorganization and lower social control within these 
areas. One usually finds that social disorder and crime are 
manifestations of social disorganization.
What is puzzling is that not all lower class, poor, 
racially heterogenic neighborhoods are necessarily socially 
disorganized, nor do these type of neighborhoods necessarily 
have high crime rates. Therefore, this research will 
demonstrate why social disorganization and high rates of 
crime do not exist in all poor, low-status, heterogeneous 
neighborhoods, to what degree indicators of neighborhood 
social disruption predict disproportionately higher levels
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of crime as well as different types of crime across social 
and geographical areas, and which sociological variables 
best account for the impact that neighborhood social 
disorganization has on the nature and volume of crime.
Despite the efforts to establish the relationship 
between neighborhood characteristics and crime, the results 
remain confusing, at best. This study will represent the 
ongoing effort to identify ecological, social structural, 
and cultural factors associated with varying levels of 
different forms of crime at the neighborhood level, and will 
provide a comprehensive examination of the key variables and 
their relationships to neighborhood crime rates. In 
summary, the hypotheses tested in this study are the 
following:
Proposition 1. Neighborhood density will have a positive
relationship with crime rates, emd 
particularly with assault.
Proposition 2. Mixed-use in neighborhoods will have a
positive relationship with crime rates, 
particularly with burglary amd robbery. 
Proposition 3. Neighborhood transience will increase
crime rates, and will be more predictive 
of burglary and robbery than of assault. 
Proposition 4. Increasing physical disorder within
neighborhoods will be a significant 
positive predictor of burglary, robbery, 
and assault.
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Proposition 5.
Proposition 6.
Proposition 7.
Proposition 8
Proposition 9.
Proposition 10.
Proposition 11.
Neighborhoods with a large proportion of 
residents who are "keeping house" will be 
predictive of lower rates of crime in 
general, but will be more predictive of 
burglary amd robbery than for assault. 
Neighborhoods with a large proportion 
living alone will be more predictive of 
higher rates of burglary emd robbery, but 
will be less predictive of assault. 
Generally, young neighborhood age 
structures will be associated with higher 
rates of assault, burglary, and robbery. 
Neighborhoods with high levels of 
unemployment will be a significant 
predictor of higher rates of burglary, 
robbery, and assault.
All things being held equal, neighborhoods 
with higher means of educational 
attainment will have lower crime rates. 
Neighborhoods with a large proportion 
married will be predictive of lower rates 
of assault and burglary, but will be less 
predictive of robbery.
Inter-family neighborhood integration will 
be predictive of lower crime rates in 
general, but will be particularly 
significant for robbery and burglary.
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Proposition 12. All else being equal. Southern
neighborhoods will show greater levels of 
assault than will non-Southern 
neighborhoods; but this variable will not 
significantly influence variance in the 
rates of burglary and robbery.
Proposition 13a: Proportion Black will be a significemt
positive predictor of assault and robbery, 
but this variable will not significantly 
influence rates of burglary.
Proposition 13b. Racial heterogeneity will be predictive of
higher rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery.
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CHAPTER 3
Sample
This study will utilize data from Skogan's (1988) 
"Disorder and Community Decline in Forty Neighborhoods of 
the United States, 1977-1983." The data were originally 
compiled to examine the effects of socially and physically 
disorganized neighborhoods on "community decline and 
residents' reactions toward crime" (p. 2)
Skogan's (1988) "Disorder and Community Decline in 
Forty Neighborhoods of the United States, 1977-1983" 
contains data from five different surveys which were 
aggregated and merged to create neighborhood level measures, 
The five data sets were drawn from the following surveys :
(1) Reactions to Crime Project: Survey on Fear of Crime and 
Citizen Behavior, (Chicago, Philadelphia, San Francisco) 
1977; (2) Characteristics of High and Low Crime
Neighborhoods in Atlanta, 1980; (3) Crime Factors and
Neighborhood Decline in Chicago, 1979; (4) Reducing Fear of
Crime Program Evaluation Surveys in Newark and Houston, 
1983-1984, and (5) a survey of citizen participation in 
crime prevention in six Chicago neighborhoods (Rosenbaum, 
Lewis & Grant, 1985, 1986). The original five data sets were 
conducted through personal or telephone interviews, whereby
48
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13,000 residents in 40 neighborhoods in six different cities 
were interviewed.
All data used here are neighborhood-level rather than 
individual-level data, and contain information on 40 
different neighborhoods which were located in Chicago 
(N = 18), Newark (N = 5), Houston (N = 5), Philadelphia 
(N = 3), San Francisco (N = 3), and Atlanta (N = 6) . There 
are 68 variables for each of the 40 neighborhoods, although 
response rates and questions asked vary across the units. 
Operational procedures for all variables included in this 
analysis are located in Appendix A. All variables contained 
in the data set are located in Appendix B .
Neighborhoods were defined in one of two ways. They 
were defined from ethnographic research in an attempt to 
match the "cognitive maps respondents had of the 
neighborhoods" in which they lived, and some of the surveys 
"simply asked them about 'your neighborhood'" (Skogan, 1990, 
p. 188). Census tracts were used to define the ten 
neighborhoods in Houston and Newark. The
. . . tract boundaries were only slightly modified to 
take into account expressways, major arterial streets, 
and housing projects. However, these surveys were done 
in person, and respondents were given a sketch map of 
their tract and asked to think about the specified area 
as they answered the questions. (Skogan, 1990, p. 188)
The surveys included measures of self-reported crime
victimization and asked respondents whether they had been a
victim of purse-snatching, assault, burglary, robbery, or
rape within the last year. The data from the surveys were
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then aggregated within the 4 0 different neighborhoods to 
create neighborhood measures of victimization. Although 
information was gathered from 40 different neighborhoods, 
the objective was to determine rates of burglary, robbery, 
and assault. Of the 40 neighborhoods in the six cities, 
neighborhood measures for burglary, robbery, assault, and 
the independent variables used in the present study were 
available on 30 of the neighborhoods, with the exception of 
two variables--the proportion of the respondents who 
reported that their area was one in which people helped each 
other (N = 22) and the proportion of the population living 
alone (N = 24). The variables used in this study were 
reported for 3 0 of the neighborhoods in four of the cities. 
These were Chicago (N = 14), Newark (N = 5), Houston 
(N = 5), and Atlanta (N = 6).
All except two of the independent variables are 
objective. The two subjective indicators are the perception 
of the area as one where abandoned buildings were a problem, 
and the perception of the area as one where people helped 
each other. Using perceptual variables can be justified, 
however, because informal social control has frequently been 
measured through perceptual indicators (e.g., neighborhood 
attachment, fear of crime, the perception that one's 
neighbors would step in and help one in the event that a 
crime occurred against him or her), and often mirrors 
behavioral measures of informal social control (e.g., 
watching neighbor's property when they go out of town;
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supervising children other than one's own; getting together 
with other neighbors for a social evening).
There are several limitations of the study. First, the 
data in this survey span a period of seven years. It is 
possible that drastic changes occurred in the structure and 
organization of several of the neighborhoods in this study 
during the seven year time span. As is known, neighborhoods 
can have criminal careers, and structural changes (e.g., 
population turnover, the age structure of the neighborhood, 
gentrification, and even crime rates themselves) may have 
occurred within these neighborhoods that would alter their 
crime rates. These factors may be especially relative to 
the neighborhoods in this study, because several of the 
given neighborhoods had been targeted and analyzed in terms 
of characteristics associated with high and low crime rates 
within the neighborhood, while other neighborhoods were 
evaluated in terms of the programs that had been established 
in the neighborhoods that were directed toward reducing the 
fear of crime, and working toward neighborhood crime 
prevention. In essence, these factors could influence the 
statistical results.
The second limitation is that the sample was not 
random. As stated by Skogan (1990):
All of the areas were in the nation's largest cities. 
They were selected for a variety of reasons--among 
them, because they were high or low-crime areas, 
because programs were about to be started in them, and 
because they were stable or undergoing racial 
transition. All seemed interesting to study, so this
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set of neighborhoods under represents the relatively 
stable, family-oriented, non-poor, run-of-the-mill 
places that make up most of America's urban areas. The 
collection of areas examined in detail are a far cry 
from random sample of neighborhoods; their strength is 
that they vary fairly widely on a number of 
theoretically important dimensions. (p. 188)
Therefore, the study's external validity necessarily will be
limited.
The third limitation is that the data are cross- 
sectional; therefore, the study cannot detect ecological 
changes that occurred within the neighborhoods and how they 
were associated with victimization rates of assault, 
burglary, and robbery.
Measures
The dependent variables in this study are Assault, 
Burglary, and Robbery, and were constructed by multiplying 
the proportion reporting "yes" for assault, burglary, and 
robbery by 1,000, thus giving a victimization rate per 1,000 
population. The questions from which the variables were 
constructed are as follows:
During the past year, in the neighborhood where you 
live now, has anyone physically attacked you or has 
anyone threatened or tried to hurt you even though they 
did not actually hurt you? (Proportion "yes.")
Since the first of this year, has anyone broken into 
your home, garage, or another building on your property 
to steal something? PLUS: Have you found any sign that 
someone tried to break into your home, garage, or 
another building on your property to steal something? 
(Proportion "yes" to either.)
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Since the first of this year, has anyone stolen 
something directly from you by force or after
threatening you with harm? PLUS : Other than that, has
anyone tried to take something from you by force even
though they did not get it? {Proportion "yes” to
either.)
The measures of neighborhood characteristics are as 
follows: Mixed-Use is measured by the proportion renting
rather than owning. Using proportion renting rather than 
owning can be justified as an appropriate measure, because 
as stated by Bursik (1988):
Changes in land-use patterns from predominantly owner- 
occupied dwellings to rental units led to changes in 
the population composition, population turnover, and 
socioeconomic composition of an area (i.e., the degree 
of social disorganization) , which, in turn, increased 
the likelihood of crime and delinquency. (p. 525)
Length of Residence is measured by the average length
of residence, in years. Physical Disorder is measured by
the proportion of residents who perceived abandoned
buildings and houses, other empty buildings, or burned out
buildings or storefronts as a problem in the neighborhood.
While this is a subjective measure, it is a collective
response. Furthermore, Skogan (1990) pointed out that most
residents' perceptions of their neighborhoods' stigmatizing
characteristics were, overall, quite accurate. Density is
measured by the proportion of the population living in large
buildings with seven or more units.
Routine activities measurements include Keeping House,
the proportion of the population not in the labor force,
with the status of "keeping house," and Living Alone, the
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proportion of the population living alone (N = 24) . Even 
though there is a limited number of cases. Living Alone is 
an important variable because household composition has been 
shown to affect crime rate trends (Cohen & Felson, 1979) and 
personal and household victimization rates (Maxfield, 1987). 
When Living Alone is used in a regression equation, the 
number of cases were reduced to twenty-four.
Economic integration was measured by Unemployment, the 
proportion of the population in the labor force unemployed; 
High School Graduates, the proportion of the population 
whose educational attainment was high school graduate or 
higher; and Income, the proportion of households with 
incomes $20,000 and higher. Although the income variable is 
not a measure of poverty, it controls for some neighborhood 
variation in income.
The level of family integration is measured by 
proportion of the population Married. Age structure of the 
neighborhood is measured by average Age of respondents in 
years. Age will be used as a control variable in ecological 
and institutional integration models of assault, burglary, 
and robbery.
Neighborhood integration is measured by proportion of 
residents whose perception of the area was one where people 
Helped Each Other versus one where people went their own 
way. Due to the limited number of variables that can be 
used as indicators of neighborhood cohesion, the variable 
will be included in some regression equations. However,
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when the variable is used, the number of cases will be 
reduced to twenty-two.
South is measured by a dichotomous variable : whether
neighborhoods were located in cities in the south 
(South =1) or non-South (Non-South = 0). Proportion Black 
is a measurement of the proportion non-Hispanic Black.
Racial Heterogeneity is a constructed measure. This measure 
was constructed by giving the ratio (% Black/% White) an 
equal value to its inverse, i.e., (% White/% Black). Thus,
for example, 20% Black/80% White was equal to 80% White/20% 
Black (Smith & Jarjoura, 1988).
Method of Analysis
Specific crime rates (burglary, robbery, and assault) 
are reflective of many different social phenomena--the 
degree to which communities are capable of enforcing methods 
of informal and formal social control, structural variables, 
ecological characteristics, and cultural variables, to name 
but a few. This study is interested in determining whether 
a statistically significant relationship exists between 
neighborhood characteristics and assault, robbery, and 
burglary.
The propositions will be examined using bivariate 
correlations and the multivariate technique of ordinary- 
least squares regression (OLS). OLS will be utilized to 
test the simultaneous effects of neighborhood 
characteristics on rates of assault, robbery, and burglary.
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OLS is an advantageous method of analysis that provides 
the researcher with standardized regression coefficients 
(Beta) . The Beta coefficient is reported in standard 
deviation units, and indicates the amount of net changes in 
the dependent variable when a change of one standard 
deviation has occurred in the independent variable. Betas 
indicate the direction of the variables' effects, and allows 
one to compare the relative influence of variables in the 
sample. Coefficients of multiple determination (R^ ) also 
will be used to evaluate the goodness of fit of the various 
combinations of independent variables (Bohrnstedt & Knoke, 
198 8). Given the small sample size, the level of 
significance will be set at .10, (p < .10).
One obvious limitation of the study is the small N 
(N = 30). However, even with limited numbers of independent 
variables, regression techniques are appropriate methods of 
measurement (Greenberg, 1986; Messner & Tardiff, 1985; 
Patterson, 1991). Nevertheless, the external validity of 
the results necessarily will be limited due to the small 
sample size, and due to the fact that the neighborhood units 
were not selected using a probability sample.
One statistical problem associated with ecological 
research often is multicollinearity. Multicollinearity 
occurs when a high correlation among the independent 
variables exists, and is problematic for regression analysis 
because it results in "large standard errors for the 
regression coefficients" (Bohrnstedt & Knoke, 1988) .
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Evaluation of the correlation matrix alone does not 
necessarily indicate that multicollinearity is a problem. 
Johnson, Johnson, and Buse (1987) argued that 
multicollinearity may still exist "because one of the 
variables may be highly correlated with some subset of the 
other variables" (p. 269). Therefore, an additional method 
for detecting multicollinearity, the Variance inflation 
factor (VIF) also will be used. The variation inflation 
factor represents 1/(1 - r^ ) . Larger VIFs (of 4 or higher) 
suggest that multicollinearity may be a problem, but "there 
is no firm guideline for how large the VIF should be; it is 
left to the researcher to consult the literature or more 
experienced econometricians for help in making a decision" 
(Johnson et al., 1987, p. 270). Therefore, the VIFs were 
evaluated when analyzing the regression output.
Frequency distributions indicate sufficient variance in 
the dependent variables for the purpose of this study (See 
Table 1). Self-reported assault victimization rates ranged 
from 10.00 to 102.90 per 1,000 with a mean of 42.09; 
burglary victimization rates ranged from 34.00 to 194.10 per 
1,000 with a mean of 122.59; and robbery victimization rates 
ranged from .00 to 70.00 per 1,000 with a mean of 29.16.
Conclusions
The independent variables were chosen from four 
sociological theories--social disorganization theory, 
routine activity theory, social control theory, and 
subculture of violence theory. The literature suggested
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Table 1. Descriptives
Variable Mean Standard Dev. Max. Min.
Assault 
Rate/1, 000 42.09 24.64 102.90 10.00
Burglary 
Rate/1, 000 122 .59 36.29 194.10 34 . 00
Robbery 
Rate/1, 000 29 .16 17.42 70 .00 . 00
Mixed-use .48 .18 . 74 . 11
Length of 
Residence 43 .13 5.41 53 . 93 32 . 64
Physical
Disorder 1.41 .31 2 .20 1.06
Density .24 . 19 .701 . 01
Keeping House .14 . 07 .29 . 03
Living Alone .14 .05 .24 . 07
Unemployed .07 . 05 .21 . 00
High School 
Graduates .71 .18 . 95 .28
Age 43.12 5.41 53 . 93 32 . 64
Married .56 .12 .77 .34
Helped 
Each Other .52 .10 . 71 .36
Proportion Black .44 .42 . 99 . 00
South .37 .49 1. 00 . 00
Racial
Heterogeneity .13 .18 . 62 . 00
Income .33 .15 . 68 . 00
there is a multidimensional explanation of neighborhood 
crime rates and crime types. This research will explore 
which variables are associated with the nature and volume of 
crime at the neighborhood level. Overall, different
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categories of variables will be used in order to explore the 
most parsimonious combinations of variables in an effort to 
determine which combination of variables can best predict 
rates of assault, burglary, and robbery at the neighborhood 
level.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS
Eag.uItSJ Bivariate Analysis
To begin, a correlation matrix was constructed to 
examine bivariate relationships among the independent and 
dependent variables (See Table 2). The Pearson Correlation 
Coefficients (r) for each significant bivariate relationship 
will be reported. With the exception of Living Alone 
(N = 24) and Helped Each Other (N = 22), there are thirty 
cases for all variables in the correlation matrix. Variable 
names used in the correlation matrix are specified in 
Appendix A.
Among the dependent variables. Assault and Burglary 
were moderately correlated (r = .466) as were Assault and 
Robbery (r = .428). The bivariate relationship between 
Burglary and Robbery was not as strong as the aforementioned 
relationships, but was still significant (r = .313).
liie. £gg-logy of Crime ; Bivariate Associations
Density. As predicted. Density (the proportion of the 
population living in large buildings) was moderately 
correlated with Burglary (r = .388) and Assault (r = .290), 
and the relationships were significant. However, Density 
was negatively related to Robbery (r = -.007), but was not 
significant. The negative relationship between Density and 
Robbery, which suggests greater Density decreases Robbery 
rates, was unexpected.
60
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Table 2. Correlation Coefficients
x"
,10
,13
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.4655 
{ 30}
P=.OOS
.4281
( 30)
P=.009
.4445
( 30)
P=.007
• .2901 
( 30)
P=.060
.5974 
( 30)
P=.000
-.5993 
( 30)
P=.000
-.1146 
( 30)
P=.273
-.3061 
( 30)
P=.050
-.4373 
( 30)
P=.008
.4016 
( 30)
P=.014
.5663
( 30)
P=.001
-.6258 
( 30)
P=.000
.4105 
{ 30)
P=.012
.2070 
( 30)
P=.136
-.4555 
( 22) 
P=.017
.1920 
( 24)
P=.184
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.3126 
( 30)
P=.046
.5882 
{ 30)
P=.000
.3877 
( 30)
P=.017
.3637 
{ 30)
P=.024
-.4408 
( 30)
P=.007
- .2174 
( 30)
P=.124
-.4522 
( 30)
P=.006
-.2979 
{ 30)
P=.055
.2504 
( 30)
P=.091
.3022 
( 30)
P=.052
-.3289 
( 30)
P=.038
.2137 
( 30)
P=.128
.0320 
{ 30)
P=.433
-.3041 
( 22) 
P=.084
.4579 
( 24)
P=.012
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.2973 
{ 30)
P=.055
-.0067 
( 30)
P=.486
.7516 
{ 30)
P=.000
-.3384 
( 30)
P=.034
-.1068 
( 30)
P=.287
-.3061 
{ 30)
P=.050
-.1994 
( 30)
P=.145
.6183 
( 30)
P=.000
.6628 
( 30)
P=.000
-.4255 
( 30)
P=.010
-.2419 
( 30)
P=.099
-.0218 
( 30)
P=.454
-.5470 
( 22) 
P=.004
.1124 
{ 24)
P=.300
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.6681 1.0000
( 30) ( 30)
P=.000 P=.
.3680 -.0976 1.0000
( 30) { 30) ( 30)
P=.023 P=.304 P=.
-.5942 -.6185 -.3962
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.000 P=.000 P=.015
-.0259 -.2089 -.1723
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.446 P=.134 P=.181
-.5307 - .0759 -.5991
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.001 P=.345 P=.000
-.5933 -.5832 - .2251
{ 30) ( 30) { 30)
P= .000 P=.000 P=.116
.2122 -.0471 .7267
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.130 P=.402 P=.000
.2138 .0223 .7734
( 30) ( 30) . ( 30)
P=.128 P=.453 P=.000
- .3001 .1401 -.6109
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.054 P=.230 P=.000
.2680 .2688 .0353
( 30) ( 30) { 30)
P=.076 P=.075 P=.427
.3315 .6402 - .2256
( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.037 P=.000 P=.115
- .3644 -.3759 - .4191
( 22) { 22) ( 22)
P=.048 P=.042 P=.026
.7415 .5907 .1410
( 24) ( 24) { 24)
P=.000 P=.001 P=.256
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.3936 1.0000
( 30) ( 30)
P=.016 P=.
.2694 .2980 1.0000
{ 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.075 P=.055 P=.
.8109 .0496 .0638 1.0000
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.000 P=.397 P=.369 P=.
- .3814 -.0827 - .4641 -.1673 l.C
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) (
P=.019 P=.332 P=.005 P=.188 P=.
- .4224 - .4457 -.2338 -.2875 .49
( 30) { 30) ( 30) { 30) (
P=.010 P=.007 P=.107 P=.062 P=.
.1536 - .3183 .3138 .1349 - .S
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) (
P=.209 P=.043 P=.046 P=.239 P=.
- .4506 - .0654 -.1275 - .4045 .05
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) (
P=.006 P=.366 P=.251 P=.013 P=.
-.4443 .0768 .4138 -.5891 - .2
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) { 30) (
P=.007 P=.343 P=.012 P=.000 P=.
.4038 .0577 .0984 .3355 - .C
( 22) ( 22) { 22) { 22) (
P=.031 P=.399 P=.322 P=.063 P= .
-.5356 - .5564 -.5891 -.4705 .05
( 24) ( 24) ( 24) { 24) (
P=.003 P=.002 P=.001 P=.010 P=.
0{Coefficient / (Cases) / 1-tailed Sig) " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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puted
-13 -16
1.0000 
{ 30)
P=.
.2980 
( 30)
P=.055
. 0496 
( 30)
5=.397
-.0827 
( 30)
P=.332
-.4457 
( 30)
P=.007
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.0638
( 30)
P=.369
-.4641
{ 30)
P=.005
-.2338 
( 30)
P=.107
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
- .1673 
( 30)
P=.188
-.2875 
( 30)
P=.062
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
.4991 
{ 30)
P=.002
1.0000 
( 30)
P=.
= Assault
= Burglary
x^ = Robbery
x'‘ = Mixed-Use
X® = Density
x" = Physical Disorder
x'' = Length of Residence
x= = House Keeping
X® = Married
x'° = Age
x^ ^ = Proportion Black
x" = Unemployment
x^^ = High School Graduates
x^ " = South
x^® = Racial Heterogeneity
x" = Helped Each Other
= Living Alone
-.3183 .3138 .1349 - .5401 -.3594 1.0000
( 30) { 30) ( 30) ( 30) { 30) ( 30)
P=.043 P=.046 P=.239 P=.001 P=.026 P=.
-.0654 -.1275 - .4045 .0519 - .0305 - .4437 1.0000
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P=.366 P=.251 P=.013 P=.393 P=.436 P=.007 P=.
.0768 .4138 -.5891 - .2019 .0231 .0119 .3207 1.0000
( 30) ( 30) ( 30) { 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30) ( 30)
P= .343 P=.012 P=.000 P=.142 P=.452 P-.475 P=.042 P=.
.0577 .0984 .3355 -.0426 -.5198 .0643 .3092 - .0971 1.0000
( 22) ( 22) ( 22) ( 22) ( 22) { 22) ( 22) ( 22) ( 22)
P=.399 P=.322 P=.063 P=.425 P=.007 P=.388 P=.081 P=.334 P=.
-.5564 -.5891 -.4705 .0512 .1393 .1315 .2306 .1026 -.1157
( 24) { 24) ( 24) { 24) ( 24) ( 24) ( 24) ( 24) ( 16)
P=.002 P=.001 P=.010 P=.406 P=.258 P=.270 P=.139 P=.317 P=.335
1.0000 
( 24)
P=.
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Mixed-Use. Mixed-Use (the proportion of the population 
renting) was most strongly associated with Burglary 
(r = .588), followed by Assault (r = .445), and was least 
associated with Robbery (r = .297) . Thus, the hypothesis 
was partially supported. That is, Mixed-Use was positively 
associated with all three crimes, and the relationships were 
significant. However, it was more predictive of Burglary 
and Assault than for Robbery.
Length of Residence. As expected, Length of Residence 
was negatively correlated with Assault (r = -.599), Burglary 
(r = -.441), and Robbery (r = -.338), and each relationship 
was significant at the bivarate level. Interestingly, 
however, this variable, at the bivariate level at least, 
shows a higher correlation with Assault than with Burglary 
or Robbery. If these patterns hold in the multivariate 
analysis, they will be somewhat inconsistent with 
expectations and with previous research (Jarrell & Howsen, 
1990).
Physical Disorder. According to Skogan (1990),
Researchers have found that perceptions of disorder 
have many ill effects on urban neighborhoods. Disorder 
not only sparks concern and fear of crime among 
neighborhood residents; it may actually increase the 
level of serious crime, (p. 3)
In this study Physical Disorder (the perception that
abandoned buildings was a problem in the neighborhood) was
highly correlated with Robbery (r = .752), and Assault
(r = .597), and was moderately correlated with Burglary
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(r = .364). Therefore, at the bivariate level. Physical 
Disorder was a significant predictor of all three types of 
crime, and the direction of the associations were as 
predicted.
Keeping House. Keeping House was not significantly 
associated with Assault (r = -.115), Burglary (r = -.217), 
or Robbery (r = -.107). However, the directions of the 
relationships were as expected.
Living Alone. As predicted. Living Alone had a 
positive and significant relationship with Burglary 
(r = .458), but was not significantly correlated with 
Robbery or Assault (r = .112 and r = .192, respectively). 
Therefore, the hypothesis that Living Alone would be more 
predictive of Burglary was supported, but it was not more 
predictive of Robbery. If these relationships remain in the 
multivariate analysis, they will be somewhat inconsistent 
with expectations.
Age. Age structure was significantly associated with 
Assault (r = -.437) and Burglary (r = -.298), but was not 
significantly associated with Robbery (r = -.199). 
Nonetheless, the negative directions of the associations 
were as expected.
Institutional Integration:__Bivariate Results
Unemployment. As expected, the relationships between 
Unemployment and all three crime rates were significant. 
Unemployment was more strongly associated with Robbery 
(r = .663) and Assault (r = .566) than with Burglary
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(r = .302), but the direction of the correlations for all 
three types of crime were as expected.
Educational Attainment. As expected, High School 
Graduates had a significant, negative association with 
Assault (r = -.626), Robbery (r = -.426), and Burglary 
(r = -.329) . Thus, there was support for this hypothesis at 
the bivariate level.
Married. The relationships between Married and each of 
the dependent variables were significant, and the 
associations were negative. As predicted, Married had a 
stronger association with Burglary (r = -.452) than with 
Assault (r = -.306) and Robbery (r = -.306). At face value, 
it might seem that Married and Living Alone were 
measurements of the same concept. However, the association 
between Married and Living Alone, while significant, was 
moderate (r = .298). Furthermore, Keeping House was not a 
significant predictor of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery, 
while Married was a significant predictor of all three types 
of crime. This implies, at least at the bivariate level, 
that institutional measures may be more predictive of crime 
rates than measures of routine activity.
Helped Each Other. The level of the perception of the 
area as one in which people Helped Each Other or went their 
own way was negatively associated with Robbery (r = -.547), 
Assault (r = -.456), and Burglary (r = -.304), and each of 
the relationships was significant at the bivariate level. 
This indicates that the areas in which there are higher
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perceptions of neighbors as helpful has a negative 
association with all three types of crime. Thus, support 
was provided for this hypothesis at the bivariate level. 
Cull;.ural/£egignal ; Bivariate Results
South. As predicted, South was highly correlated with 
Assault (r = .411) , and the relationship was significant, 
but South was not significant for Burglary (r = .214) . It 
was, however, a significant predictor of Robbery, and the 
association was negative (r = -.242) . If this holds true in 
the multivariate analysis, this will indeed lend some 
support to the regional/cultural interpretation of variance 
in violent crime.
Racial Heterogeneity. Racial Heterogeneity did not 
have a significant relationship with Assault (r = .207), 
Burglary (r = .032), or Robbery (r = -.022). Therefore, the 
hypothesis, at least at the bivariate level, was not 
supported. However, the relationship between Assault and 
Racial Heterogeneity was much higher than for the other two.
Proportion Black. As predicted. Proportion Black was 
positively associated with Robbery (r = .618), Assault 
(r = .402), and Burglary (r = .250), and each relationship 
was significant at the bivariate level. Thus far, the 
bivariate analyses have shown varying degrees of support for 
the hypotheses in this study. Among the ecological 
variables, Mixed-Use and Physical Disorder within 
neighborhoods were significant predictors of all three types 
of crime. Neighborhood Density had a positive relationship
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with Assault and Burglary, but had a negative relationship 
with Robbery. Age structure was a significant predictor of 
Assault and Burglary, but not for Robbery, and the 
relationships were negative. Living Alone was predictive of 
Burglary, but not of Assault or Robbery. Keeping House was 
not a significant predictor of any of the three types of 
crime.
Among the institutional integration measures. 
Unemployment was predictive of all three types of crime, and 
the relationships were positive. High School Graduates, 
Married, and Helped Each Other were predictive of all three 
types of crime and the relationships were negative.
Among the cultural-regional measures. Proportion Black 
was a significant predictor of all three types of crime. 
South was correlated with Assault, but not with Burglary. 
Proportion Black was significant for Robbery, and the 
relationship was negative. Racial Heterogeneity was not a 
significant predictor of any of the three types of crime.
At this point, a series of ordinary least square 
regression was conducted in order to determine the 
relationship of the study variables on crime rates 
independently of the influence of the others in the model. 
The goal was to provide the most parsimonious combination of 
variables with respect to the prediction of rates of 
Assault, Burglary, and Robbery at the neighborhood level.
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BesuLt-S-î Ordinary Least Square Regression
Multiple regressions were performed using groups of 
variables to predict specific types of crime in this study-- 
Assault, Burglary and Robbery.
The Ecology of.Crime:__Ordinary Least Square Regression
The first block of independent variables examined the 
influence of ecological characteristics on Assault,
Burglary, and Robbery. The two theoretical perspectives 
that informed the ecological approach to crime were social 
disorganization and routine activity. The four measures of 
social disorganization were Density, Mixed-Use, Length of 
Residence, and Physical Disorder. The measures of routine 
activity were the proportion of the population Keeping House 
(guardianship) and the proportion of the population Living 
Alone (lack of guardianship and suitable targets). As noted 
in Chapter 3, the average Age of respondents in years 
(motivated offenders) was used as a control variable in the 
ecological model (See Table 3) .
It was hypothesized that neighborhood Density would 
have a positive effect on crime rates, and particularly for 
Assault. However, Density was not a significant predictor 
of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery.
It was hypothesized that Mixed-Use would have a 
positive effect on crime rates, particularly for Burglary 
and Robbery. However, Mixed-Use was not a significant 
predictor of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery.
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Table 3. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using
Ecological Predictors 
Dependent (N = 24)*
: Assault, Burglary, and Robbery
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary-
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Living Alone .092 -. 081 - .249
Physical Disorder .695** . 161 .913**
Length of Residence - .384 - .495 .299
Keeping House .420 -.026 - .060
Density . 178 - . 169 .250
Mixed-Use - .268 .471 .160
Age - .264 - . 006 - . 196
Multiple R . 742 .763 .837
R= .551 .582 . 701
Adjusted R^ .354 .389 .570
♦One tailed significance at .10.
**One tailed significance at .05.
It was predicted that neighborhood Length of Residence 
would increase crime rates, and that it would not be as 
predictive of Assault as it was for Burglary and Robbery. 
Length of Residence was not a significant predictor of 
Assault, Burglary, or Robbery. It was predicted that 
Physical Disorder within neighborhoods would be a 
significant predictor of Burglary, Robbery, and Assault. 
There was support for this hypothesis, because it was 
predictive of Assault and Robbery.
It was predicted that neighborhoods with a large 
proportion Living Alone would be predictive of Burglary and 
Robbery, but would be less predictive of Assault. Living 
Alone was not predictive of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery.
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It was predicted that more youthful neighborhood age 
structures would be associated with higher rates of Assault, 
Burglary, and Robbery. However, Age was not a significant 
predictor of any of the three types of crime.
In summary, with Assault dependent. Physical Disorder 
was a significant predictor (Beta = .695) . With Burglary 
dependent, none of the ecological variables was significant. 
With Robbery dependent. Physical Disorder was the only 
significant predictor (Beta = .913). However, a second 
regression was done in which the variables Living Alone and 
Age were dropped from the analysis. Living Alone was 
dropped for several reasons. First, it was not a 
significant predictor of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery. 
Second, the proportion of the population Living Alone and 
Mixed-Use were highly correlated (r = .741). Consequently, 
the VIP scores for Living Alone and Mixed-Use were 5.850 and 
7.384, respectively. Finally, Living Alone was available 
for only twenty-four of the neighborhoods. When excluding 
it from the model, the size of the sample increased to 3 0 
(N = 30).
Age was also dropped from the analysis for several 
reasons. Like Living Alone, Age was not a significant 
predictor for Assault, Burglary or Robbery. The fact that 
Age disappeared as a significant predictor of Assault, 
Burglary, and Robbery is important because this likely 
indicates a measurement problem. That is, by using the mean 
Age, the measure may not have captured the disproportionately
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young neighborhoods. Second, Age and Length of Residence 
were highly correlated, (r = .802) . This resulted in VIF 
scores of 5.688 for Length of Residence and 4.831 for Age. 
When the variables Living Alone and Age were dropped from 
the equation, all VIF scores were less than 4.00.
With Living Alone and Age excluded from the model, and 
Assault dependent (See Table 4), Physical Disorder remained 
significant for Assault (Beta = .546), and Length of 
Residence became significant (Beta = -.394). With Robbery 
dependent. Physical Disorder was significant (Beta = .812). 
With Burglary dependent, Mixed-Use became significant 
(Beta = .517), whereas it was not significant when Living 
Alone and Age were included in the model.
Table 4. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Ecological Predictors: Assault, Burglary, and Robbery
Dependent (N = 30)*
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Physical Disorder .546** .150 .812**
Length of Residence - .394* .014 - . 015
Keeping House .179 -.177 . 068
Density .231 .028 . 150
Mixed-Use - .140 .517* - . 109
Multiple R .739 .635 . 758
R= .545 .403 . 575
Adjusted R^ .452 .278 .486
*One tailed significance at .10.
**One tailed significance at .05.
Thus, the three ecological indicators that were
significant for explaining neighborhood crime rates were
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Physical Disorder, Length of Residence, and Mixed-Use. 
Physical Disorder and Length of Residence were predictive of 
Assault; Physical Disorder was predictive of Robbery; and 
Mixed-Use was predictive of Burglary.
Institutional Integration; Ordinary Least Square .Regression
The second block of independent variables examined the 
influence of measures of institutional integration on 
Assault, Burglary, and Robbery. The three dimensions of 
institutional integration that were tested were economic 
integration, intra-family integration, and inter-family 
integration. As noted in Chapter 3, economic integration 
was measured by Income, High School Graduates, and 
Unemployment. Intra-family integration was measured by 
Married, and Age. Inter-family integration was measured by 
Helped Each Other (N = 22) .
It was hypothesized that more youthful neighborhood age 
structures would be associated with higher rates of Assault, 
Burglary, and Robbery. Indeed, Age became a significant 
predictor of Robbery in this model.
It was predicted that neighborhoods with high levels of 
Unemployment would be less predictive of Burglary and 
Robbery, but more predictive of Assault. However, 
Unemployment was a significant predictor for Robbery only.
It was hypothesized that with all things being held 
equal, neighborhoods with higher means of educational 
attainment would have an inverse relationship with violence, 
but would be less predictive of Robbery and Burglary. High
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School Graduates had a significant and inverse relationship 
with Assault and Robbery.
It was predicted that neighborhoods with a large 
proportion married would be predictive of lower rates of 
Assault and Burglary, but would be less predictive of 
Robbery. There was no support for this hypothesis. Married 
was not a significant predictor of Assault, Burglary, or 
Robbery.
It was predicted that inter-family neighborhood 
integration would predict crime rates in general, but would 
be particularly significant for Robbery and Burglary. There 
was some support for this hypothesis. That is. Helped Each 
Other had an inverse and significant relationship with 
Robbery.
Of the six indicators of institutional integration,
(See Table 5) with Assault dependent, the only significant 
variable was High School Graduates (Beta = -.503). With 
Burglary dependent, none of the indicators attained 
significance. However, with Robbery dependent, four of the 
six variables were significant for predicting Robbery. They 
were: Helped Each Other, (Beta = -.371); High School
Graduates (Beta = -.584); Unemployment (Beta = .563); and 
Age (Beta = .499).
Although the variable. Helped Each Other was 
significant for Robbery, it was not significant for Assault 
or Burglary. Since one goal is to compare the influences of 
the independent variables across the three types of crime,
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Table 5. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Institutional Integration Predictors: Assault, Burglary,
and Robbery Dependent (N = 22)*
Assault Burglary Robbery
Variable Dependent Dependent Dependent
Helped Each Other - .298 -.319 -.371**
Income - .019 -.195 .282
High School Grad. -.504* -.206 -.584**
Unemployment .078 - .206 .563**
Married .056 .005 - .097
Age - .267 - .245 .449**
Multiple R .780 .505 . 897
R^ .608 .255 .804
Adjusted R^ .451 -.043 . 726
*One tailed significance at .10.
**One tailed significance at .05.
a second multiple regression was done which Helped Each 
Other was excluded (See Table 6). This increased the 
neighborhood sample size to 30.
With Assault dependent, three of the five independent
variables became significant for Assault. They were: Age
(Beta = -.268), High School Graduates (Beta = -.477), and 
Unemployment (Beta = .293). With Burglary dependent,
Married approached significance (Beta = -.367) and was 
retained for its value in explaining Burglary. With Robbery 
dependent. Unemployment attained significance 
(Beta = .645) .
Cultural/Regional :__Ordinary.Least Square Regression
The third dimension that was examined was the cultural 
explanation of crime (See Table 7). The variables that were
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included were South, Racial Heterogeneity, and Proportion 
Black.
Table 6. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Institutional Integration Predictors: Assault, Burglary, 
and Robbery Dependent (N = 30)*
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Income .045 - .003 - . 304
High School Grad. - .477** - .146 - . 033
Unemp1oyment .293* .098 .645**
Married -.095 - .367 . 028
Age - .268* - .277 - . 107
Multiple R .777 .559 . 724
R: .604 .312 . 524
Adjusted R^ .522 .167 .426
*One tailed significance at .10. 
**One tailed significance at .05.
Table 7. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Cultural/Regional Predictors: Assault, Burglary, and 
Robbery Dependent (N = 30)*
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Proportion Black .422** .244 .682**
South .328* .195 - .350**
Racial Heterogeneity .187 .019 .229
Multiple R .586 .322 .708
R: .343 .103 .502
Adjusted R^ .267 - .000 .444
*One tailed significance at .10. 
**One tailed significance at .05.
It was predicted that Southern neighborhoods would show
greater levels of Assault than would non-Southern
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neighborhoods, but that it would not significantly influence 
variance in the rates of Burglary and Robbery. There was 
strong support for this hypothesis. South had a positive 
and significant effect on Assault (Beta = .328) and, 
interestingly, had an inverse and significant effect on 
Robbery (Beta = -.350). As expected, there was no 
statistically significant relationship between South and 
Burglary.
It was predicted that Racial Heterogeneity would be a 
significant predictor of Burglary, but would be less 
predictive of Assault and Robbery. The results indicated 
that Racial Heterogeneity was not predictive of Assault, 
Burglary, or Robbery.
It was predicted that Proportion Black would be a 
significant predictor of Assault and Robbery, but would not 
be as predictive of Burglary. As predicted, Proportion 
Black was a significant predictor of Assault (Beta = .422) 
and Robbery (Beta = .682), but it was not a significant 
predictor of Burglary.
In summary, with Assault dependent, the variables 
Proportion Black and South were significant and both 
relationships were positive. With Burglary dependent, none 
of the independent variables was significant. However, with 
Robbery dependent. Proportion Black and South attained 
significance. Also, while Proportion Black had a positive 
effect on Robbery, South had an inverse relationship with 
Robbery.
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At this point the following nine independent variables 
were included in the regression model: South, Unemployment,
Married, Age, Proportion Black, High School Graduates, 
Mixed-Use, Length of Residence, and Physical Disorder. An 
OLS Regression model was run on these variables with 
Assault, Burglary, and Robbery dependent.
The results showed that Physical Disorder was not a 
significant predictor of Assault, Burglary, or Robbery.
This possibly indicates that Physical Disorder is a symptom 
of social disorganization rather than a cause of serious 
crime. As stated by Skogan (1990), "Visible physical and 
social disruption is a signal that the mechanisms by which 
healthy neighborhoods maintain themselves have broken down" 
(p. 48). Second, the VIF for Physical Disorder was 9.328. 
Therefore, a second OLS Regression model which excluded the 
variable Physical Disorder was rerun (See Table 8).
The second run revealed that the VIF for Length of 
Residence was 6.24. Upon examining the correlation matrix, 
indications were that Length of Residence was highly 
correlated with Age (r = .811) . Although age structure and 
Length of Residence are possibly measurements of two very 
distinctly different phenomena, the correlation between 
Length of Residence in years with Age is not unexpected. 
Theoretically, there was no justification for excluding 
either of the variables from the regression model; 
nonetheless the results will be interpreted with caution.
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Table 8. Integrated Model of Standardized OLS Regression 
Coefficients Using Ecological, Institutional Integration,
and Cultural/Regional 
Robbery Dependent (N =
Predictors : 
 30) ♦
Assault, Burglary, and
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Ecoloaical Variable
Length of 
Residence -.838** .459 -.507^
Mixed-Use - .107 .389 . 003
Institutional 
Integration -Variables,
High School Grad. -.748^^ - .257 - . 535^^
Unemployment .198 . 081 . 225
Age .208 .307 . 092
Married - .071 -.146 - . 006
Cultural Variables
Proportion Black - .388* - . 199 . 070
South -.169 - . 096 -.669**
Multiple R .861 .669 .859
R: .741 .447 .738
Adjusted R^ .642 .236 . 639
♦One tailed significance at .10.
♦♦One tailed significance at .05.
The variables that attained significance were Length of
Residence, High School Graduates, Proportion Black, and
South. With Assault dependent. Length of Residence, High
School Graduates, and Proportion Black were significant.
With Burglary dependent, no variable in the model reached
significance. With Robbery dependent. Length of Residence,
High School Graduates, and South attained significance. The
array of variables is interesting, because variables from
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all three predictive models--the ecology of crime, 
institutional integration, and cultural explanations of 
crime--were present in the final analysis.
As stated above, Length of Residence was predictive of 
Assault (Beta = -.838) and Robbery (Beta = -.507) . The 
directions of each of the relationships were negative, 
indicating the greater the Length of Residence within the 3 0 
neighborhoods in this study, the less Assault and Robbery. 
However, Length of Residence had no effect on Burglary.
High School Graduates was predictive of Assault 
(Beta = -.748) and Robbery (Beta = -.535), and the 
directions of the relationships were negative. As expected, 
this indicated that the neighborhoods with higher mean 
levels of educational attainment had an inverse relationship 
with violence, and with Robbery as well. As stated earlier, 
the level of educational attainment had no effect on 
Burglary.
Interestingly, Proportion Black attained significance 
for Assault, and the relationship was negative 
(Beta = -.388). This is distinctly different from the 
results found in the bivariate relationship between Assault 
and Proportion Black. Because of this unexpected finding, 
which contradicts the hypothesis, interaction effects will 
be examined including Proportion Black as one of the 
interaction terms. South lost its predictive value for 
Assault, but retained its significance for Robbery
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(Beta = -.699) and the direction of the relationship was 
negative.
In summary, the three variables that attained 
significance for Assault dependent were Length of Residence, 
High School Graduates, and Proportion Black. The for the 
Assault model was .741.
The three variables that attained significance and were 
predictive of Robbery included two of the same variables 
that were significant for Assault--Length of Residence and 
High School Graduates--and the third significant variable 
was South. The R^  for the Robbery model was .738. No 
variable in this model was predictive of Burglary. The R^  
for the Burglary model was .447.
One goal of this research was to provide the most 
parsimonious set of variables with respect to the prediction 
rates of Assault, Burglary, and Robbery. Therefore, at this 
time, the significant independent variables for each crime 
were placed in ordinary least square regression models with 
the specific types of crime. Assault, Burglary, and Robbery.
With Assault dependent, the independent variables 
included in the model were Length of Residence, High School 
Graduates, and Proportion Black (See Table 9). In this 
model. Length of Residence and High School Graduates 
retained significance (Beta = -.560 and Beta = -.619, 
respectively). The cultural variable. Proportion Black did 
not retain significance (Beta = -.146). Therefore, the 
measure of institutional integration was greater than the
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measure of social disorganization. The for the Assault 
model was .664.
Table 9. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Ecological, Institutional Integration, and Cultural/Regional 
Predictors: Assault Dependent (N = 30)*
Assault
Variable Dependent
Ecological Variables
Length of Residence -.560**
Institutional
Integration Variables
High School Grad. -.619**
Cultural Variables
Proportion Black - .146
Multiple R .815
R: .664
Adjusted R^ .625
*One tailed significance at .10.
**One tailed significance at .05.
With Robbery dependent, the independent variables 
included in the model were Length of Residence, High School 
Graduates, and South (See Table 10) . Length of Residence 
(Beta = -.602), High School Graduates (Beta = -.698), and 
South (Beta = -.823) all retained significance. The most 
powerful predictor of Robbery was the cultural variable. 
South, and the relationship was negative. The second most 
powerful predictor was the measure of institutional 
integration. High School Graduates, followed closely by the 
measure of social disorganization. Length of Residence. The
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for the Robbery model was .837, and was greater than 
those for the Assault and Burglary models.
Table 10. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients Using 
Ecological,Institutional Integration, and Cultural/Regional 
Predictors: Robbery Dependent (N = 30)*
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Ecological Variables
Length of Residence -.602**
Institutional 
Integration Variables
High School Grad. -.698**
Cultural Variables
South -.823**
Multiple R .837
R^ .700
Adjusted R^ .665
*One tailed significance at .10.
**One tailed significance at .05.
These findings suggest that an integrated model 
containing measures of ecological, institutional 
integration, and cultural theories may best explain Assault 
and Robbery, but is not successful in predicting 
victimization rates of Burglary. Overall, the ecological 
and institutional measures seemed to be stronger predictors 
than the cultural-regional measures.
Finally, when considering the R^ , the variables in this 
model best explained criminal victimization rates of Robbery 
(R^  = .700), followed closely by Assault (R^  = .664). On 
the other hand, the variables in this model were least
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suited for explaining victimization rates of Burglary 
(R^  = .403). This indicates that variables other than the 
ones utilized in this study, or at least some other 
combination of variables, may be more powerful predictors of 
victimization rates of Burglary.
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CHAPTER 5 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS
The overall goal of this analysis was to develop 
parsimonious models of the social characteristics of 
neighborhoods which are predictive of rates of criminal 
victimization for assault, burglary, and robbery. At least 
for this sample of neighborhoods, this effort was successful 
for assault and robbery victimization; however the burglary 
victimization rates are more randomly distributed across 
areas and the predictive power of the variables used here is 
quite low compared to assault and robbery.
The discussion will now turn to an interpretation of 
the theoretical implications of these findings. It should 
be reiterated at this point that the dependent variables 
used here are probability measures of victimization, and, as 
such, require some caution in the interpretation. First, 
and foremost, we must remember that victimization rates do 
not necessarily reflect the proportion of offenders in a 
population, but the proportion of victims. While we infer 
that higher levels of victimization imply a higher 
prevalence of offenders or a higher incidence rate for 
individual offenders, this is not given in the data 
themselves. Thus, in interpreting the results, one is 
necessarily faced with two options: interpret neighborhood
83
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characteristics as social organizational features which 
expose a higher proportion to the possibility of being a 
victim OR view these same features as factors producing 
proportionately more offenders. Of course, there is also 
the possibility of both effects simultaneously. The 
selection of explanations, then, is a theoretical issue, not 
simply an empirical one.
Second, even if we interpret the results as indicating 
predictors of levels of offenders, we cannot thereby suggest 
that the independent variables influence the individual 
motives of offenders--at best we can make only the 
inference, but we cannot demonstrate it empirically since 
none of the variables used here are characteristics of 
individual offenders or victims. Thus, for example, if 
lower levels of education in a neighborhood predict higher 
crime, this is not necessarily because individuals with 
lower education are more likely to commit crime, but because 
everyone in such a neighborhood is exposed to a higher 
probability of doing so. In other words, the aggregate 
relationship may be high because there is a high correlation 
at the individual level, but this is not necessarily so. 
Therefore, an explanation of relationships found in this 
study based on individual motives is always only one 
possibility and the choice cannot be directly supported 
empirically.
The results of the analyses showed that social 
structural characteristics of neighborhoods, to a large
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extent, determine varying types of criminal victimization at 
the neighborhood level. As stated above, the variables used 
in this study were predictive of assault and robbery, but 
not of burglary. This indicates that the social and 
structural characteristics of neighborhoods contribute to 
higher rates of victimization for some crimes, but clearly 
will have less effect on other crime-specific rates of 
victimization. Therefore, one can infer that distinct 
characteristics of neighborhoods produce disproportionately 
different types of crimes.
The study also showed which sociological variables best 
accounted for the impact that neighborhood social 
disorganization has on the nature and volume of crime. 
Interestingly, at least one dimension from the structural, 
ecological, and cultural theories was predictive of assault 
and/or robbery. This suggests then that an integrated 
theory of criminal victimization may best account for rates 
of criminal victimization at the neighborhood level, and 
that the theoretical focus should take a multidimensional 
approach in order to adequately explain crime. The specific 
findings for the victimization rates of assault, burglary, 
and robbery will be discussed below.
Assault
Fifty-five percent (55%) of the variance in assault was 
explained by the ecological model (See Table 4), 60% was 
explained by the institutional integration model (See Table 
6), and only 34% was explained by the cultural model (See
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
8 6
Table 7). However, the final model explained 66% of the 
variance in assault victimization rates (See Table 9).
In the final model. High School Graduates and Length of 
Residence had significant and negative effects on Assault, 
but the predictive power fell to insignificance for 
Proportion Black. This suggests that institutional and 
ecological characteristics are more predictive of 
victimization rates of assault than are cultural 
explanations.
The literature has suggested that educational 
attainment is indicative of investments in and commitment to 
conventional behavior and that participation in formal 
organizations such as education has a powerful and negative 
influence on crime rates. This research supported this 
finding. This implies that neighborhoods with higher means 
of educational attainment may provide exposure to 
neighborhood activities that stress participation in 
education, as well as a common consensus that educational 
attainment is expected behavior from its group members.
Thus, if the neighborhood is exposed to the regulatory 
effects of education, one could expect lower rates of 
assault in neighborhoods with higher mean levels of 
educational attainment.
The actual avenue by which education lowers assault 
rates at the neighborhood level is purely speculative, 
because the data do not allow for such an analysis.
However, the assumption could be made that education
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influences conflict resolution styles and confrontational 
skills among its group members. Education perhaps increases 
the capacity to resolve conflicts verbally rather than 
physically. Following this inference then, education may 
provide the necessary verbal skills that minimize defensive 
reactions and prevent conflict from escalating into an 
assaultive situation. Education could also influence the 
role of mediation in conflict resolution. That is, 
education could affect communities' recognition of when a 
third party or mediator might be useful in assisting with 
settlements, as well as giving them knowledge on how to 
recruit mediators. Education could also have a positive 
influence on the conflict strategies employed by mediators 
when they are utilized.
Education could also have a direct impact on deterrence 
by providing its group members with a greater awareness of 
the negative consequences associated with assault. For 
example, if the community is aware of the punitive sanctions 
associated with specific types of crime, then the fear of 
punishment may deter participation in criminal activity.
These explanations are important to this study because 
they provide further consideration of how social 
institutions influence individuals' risk of assault within 
neighborhoods with varying levels of educational attainment. 
The major point is that risks of criminal victimization of 
assault are greatly influenced by the structural effect of
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educational attainment of residents residing within specific 
neighborhoods.
As stated above. Length of Residence decreased the 
likelihood that assault would occur. From a social control 
perspective, this implies that neighborhoods with mobile 
population structures have more difficulty in establishing 
social control between participants. Shaw and McKay (1942) 
suggested that high rates of transience weakened the 
community's ability to enforce norms, while Sampson (1991) 
found that transience weakened neighborhood integration.
The end result for both was that transience led to crime.
Jarrell and Howsen (1990) examined transience and found 
that it predicted property crimes (burglary and robbery) , 
but not violent crimes (assault, murder, and rape). 
Specifically, the research examined the effect that the 
density of strangers had on crime rates. The estimated 
models were designed from the 1981 crime rate, the 1981 
arrest rate, and the number of police personnel per square 
mile in 1981. The main thrust of their conclusion was that 
stranger density increased anonymity, and caused 
apprehension to become more difficult. But, regarding the 
impact that stranger density had on different types of 
crimes, Jarrell and Howsen (1990) made the following 
argument :
The results suggest than an increase in the number of 
strangers into an area has a positive effect on crimes 
of burglary, larceny, and robbery, and very little 
effect on assault, murder and rape. The nature of
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burglary, larceny, and robbery versus assault, murder, 
and rape may explain these findings. The objective of 
the latter three crimes (categorized as personal 
crimes) is endangering the life of another individual, 
while the objective of the former three (property 
crimes) is obtaining another's personal property. The 
weaker effects for assault, murder, and rape may result 
from the significant role that interpersonal 
relationships play in these crime types. For instance, 
these personal crimes often occur among individuals who 
know one another, and they frequently contain an 
element of spontaneity that makes the physical setting 
a secondary consideration. (p. 489-90)
Length of Residence, then, had a negative effect on
victimization rates of Assault, and this may be due to any
number of causes--an increase in potential victims, an
increase in motivated offenders, increased anonymity of
offenders, and decreased apprehension by the police.
As expected. Southern neighborhoods and Proportion
Black were predictive of Assault in the cultural model.
However, the regional influence of Southern neighborhoods
lost its predictive power in the integrated model (See Table
8) ; so, among the cultural/regional variables, only
Proportion Black was used in the final model (See Table 9) .
When placed in the final model, Proportion Black did not
retain its significant influence on assault. This result
indicates that when structural inequality measures were
entered, the influence of Proportion Black disappeared,
suggesting there may not be a Black subculture of violence.
This finding is of great sociological interest, because in
light of most sociological research, this was a very
unexpected finding, and is inconsistent with the majority of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
9 0
sociological research that has shown Proportion Black to be 
a major independent factor in serious violent crimes. What 
the research here implies is that as the Proportion Black in 
neighborhoods increases, victimization rates of assault 
decrease when other influences are controlled. These 
results could indicate, as suggested by Blau and Golden 
(1986), that, other things being equal, predominantly Black 
neighborhoods may experience greater social and political 
solidarity, and, as a result, may provide avenues for 
conflict resolution other than violence. Blau and Golden 
(1986) stated:
An increase in the proportion of the ethnic minority 
increases its economic and political strength and 
influence, thereby providing realistic channels for 
expressing conflict (such as political contests), which 
makes nonrealistic conflict in the form of violence 
less likely. (p. 19)
Overall, this research indicated that levels of 
institutional integration and social disorganization 
contribute to victimization rates of assault. Specifically, 
educational attainment and neighborhood transience affected 
victimization rates of assault at the neighborhood level.
In summary, these results suggest that neighborhood 
stability and educational attainment decreased neighborhood 
victimization rates of assault, and educational attainment 
was the more powerful predictor of the two.
Robbery
The ecological model explained 58% of the variance in 
robbery (See Table 4), the institutional integration model
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explained 52% (See Table 6), and the cultural model 
explained 50% of the variance (See Table 7). However, the 
final model explained 83% of the variance in robbery 
victimization rates (See Table 10). Victimization rates of 
Robbery were explained by High School Graduates, Length of 
Residence, and Southern neighborhoods. Interestingly, two 
variables that were predictive of Assault were also 
predictive of Robbery--High School Graduates and Length of 
Residence--and perhaps for both similar and different 
reasons. The nature of the crimes is one such difference. 
While victimization rates of assault may be deterred by the 
ability to reach settlements, robbery does not contain the 
element of conflict resolution. Therefore, the negative 
effect that educational attainment has on robbery must 
contain other independent factors. The similarity between 
the two types of crimes lies within the fact that both 
robbery and assault are forms of non-realistic conflict 
resolution. The most convincing argument for the 
relationship between Robbery and High School Graduates, 
therefore, lies within realistic conflict and the capacity 
of a community's ability to engage in realistic conflict 
resolution. In this sense, robbery is expressive in its 
quality and is non-oriented toward the object that is the 
source of frustration, discontent, or conflict. As stated 
earlier, high rates of transience deter inter-family 
integration, and may inhibit residents from watching out for
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each other, particularly in neighborhoods where residents do 
not know each other.
Southern region predicted lower rates of Robbery 
victimization, which implies that Southern region serves as 
a deterrent for victimization of robbery for the residents 
residing in the neighborhoods in this study. This finding 
clearly adds credence to Reed's (1982) argument that the 
South is not more criminogenic across all types of crime; 
and, as shown in Table 9, Proportion Black was not 
predictive of Robbezy. Although the following 
interpretation must be considered with caution, the 
implication is that Southern Black neighborhoods may have 
higher levels of integration. Historically, there have been 
indicators that Southern Black neighborhoods have higher 
levels of social organization, as evidenced by longer 
lengths of residence, and the existence of extended family 
networks. This implies that Black communities may be 
stronger in the South, and, as a result, may be less 
conducive to robbery. In essence, robbery may be contained 
through the element of power control in Southern Black 
communities.
Lately there has also been the indication that 
inequality in the labor market is not as great in the South 
as in other geographical areas. Since robbery is also 
conceptualized as an instrumental crime, greater economic 
equality may be deterring robbery in Southern communities.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
93
Like Assault, each of the three theories tested in this 
study was represented in the parsimonious model for robbery. 
Overall, the variable that was most powerful predictor of 
robbery was Southern neighborhoods, and the effect was 
negative, followed by High School Graduates and Length of 
Residence. This suggests that geographic region was most 
predictive of victimization rates of robbery, followed by 
institutional and ecological explanations.
Burglary
In the ecological model (See Table 4), only 40% of the 
variance in burglary was explained. The institutional 
integration model explained 31% (See Table 6) and the 
cultural model explained only 10% (See Table 7). The final 
model explained only 45% of the variance in burglary 
victimization rates.
Mixed-use was the only variable of seven variables used 
in the ecology of crime model that was predictive of 
neighborhood victimization rates of burglary. The failure 
of the variables to predict burglary, particularly the 
ecological variables, has not been an uncommon finding. For 
example, Byrne (1986) stated:
It appears that different ecological variables are 
affecting burglary rates in larger and smaller cities. 
While we had little success explaining intercity 
variation among larger cities, we had a moderate degree 
of success in smaller cities. For the smaller cities, 
burglary rates were somewhat higher (1) in cities in 
the West, (2) in cities with a higher percentage of 
blacks, (3) in cities with a relatively smaller 
percentage of owner-occupied units, and (4) in cities
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with lower medium family incomes. Thus, an 
"integrated" burglary model is needed, but only for 
smaller cities. It is unclear which factors will 
explain intercity variation in burglary among larger 
(p .:es. . 97)
To continue, none of the institutional or cultural 
variables were significant predictors of neighborhood rates 
of burglary. It was not surprising that the cultural 
variables did not predict burglary; however, given past 
research that has linked burglary to social control theory 
and routine activity theory, it was unexpected that none of 
the independent variables associated with these two theories 
were predictive of burglary in particular and crime in 
general.
The question then becomes directed toward understanding 
what the absence of significant relationship between 
burglary and indicators of social control theory and routine 
activity implies, as well as why the structural variables 
were not significant predictors of burglary.
Regarding social control theory, research has shown 
that Proportion Married has a negative effect on burglary. 
However, while Proportion Married was not statistically 
significant in this study, it approached significance; and 
given the small N, it could be said that Proportion Married 
had a negative effect on burglary. It appears that one of 
several things is happening in neighborhoods with large 
proportions of married persons--either fewer burglars are 
being created as a result of family structure and greater
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social control, greater proportions of married persons 
within the community leads to greater social control through 
community solidarity, or the Proportion Married is an 
indicator of lifestyle activities and serves as a form of 
guardianship and diminishes victimization rates of burglary.
The present research attempted to find indicators of 
the three major components of routine activity theory (i.e., 
suitable targets, lack of guardianship, and motivated 
offenders) . However, of these three components, only two 
indicators were available--the proportion of the population 
keeping house (which at best suggests guardianship), the 
proportion of the population living alone (which indicates 
lack of guardianship) . Age (which implies a major 
characteristic of motivated offenders) was also included in 
the model. Had the data provided measures of the three 
major concepts associated with routine activity theory, 
perhaps routine activity theory would have predicted 
victimization rates of burglary. However, as it was, the 
data did not have adequate measures of routine activity; 
thus, the dimensions of routine activity theory were not 
powerful predictors of victimization rates of burglary.
Overall, there may be other reasons why none of the 
variables other than Mixed-Use predicted burglary. One 
reason perhaps is that burglary, in its most fundamental 
form, is not the same type of crime as assault and robbery. 
First, burglary involves no interaction between victim and 
offender, as do assault and robbery. But even more
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important, given the nature of the crime, burglars are not 
as likely to be concentrated in the neighborhood of origin. 
Furthermore, control variables do not predict burglary well, 
because victims for burglary are not the products of the 
same kind of structure as are burglars. That is, unlike 
assault, burglars and their victims are not brought together 
by the same structural forces.
In this research, the relationship between structural 
and cultural characteristics of neighborhoods and their 
effects on victimization rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery were examined from several theoretical 
perspectives--social disorganization, routine activity 
theory, institutional integration, and cultural 
explanations.
The ecology of crime was pursued along two avenues-- 
social disorganization theory and routine activity theory. 
Although the foci of the two theories are different, both 
have established the importance of the relationship between 
ecological factors and crime. Interestingly, the findings 
in this study indicate that measures of social 
disorganization theory are more predictive of neighborhood 
crime rates than are measures of routine activity theory. 
None of the measures of routine activity theory were 
predictive of assault, burglary, or robbery; however, this 
is probably a measurement problem within the research 
design.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
9 7
Research has also established that economic 
integration, inter-family, and intra-familial integration 
have powerful effects on victimization crime rates. Among 
the measures of institutional integration, educational 
attainment was a significant predictor of victimization 
rates of assault and robbery, but it had no effect on 
burglary. This is important because the deterrent effect of 
educational attainment superseded other measures of 
institutional integration that have been thought to be 
highly linked with crime, among them unemployment and the 
proportion of the population married.
Another important finding was that Southern 
neighborhoods was predictive of lower rates of robbery. The 
negative relationship between robbery and Southern 
neighborhoods and the implications this has for the Southern 
culture of crime thesis is important for several reasons. 
First, the results add support to Reed's (1982) argument 
that Southerners are not more criminalistic across all types 
of crime. Second, this research expands upon the 
practicality of utilizing cultural explanations of criminal 
victimization at the neighborhood level. While the 
relationships between larger geographical territories 
(states, political subunits, or regions) and smaller areas 
(census tracts or city blocks) and crime rates are important 
issues, it seems that models of victimization risks at the 
neighborhood level have profound implications for policing 
activities and for crime-prevention policies as well that
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may exceed those at units that are either too large or too 
small for the implementation of programs directed toward 
reducing individuals' risks of victimization. The results 
also indicate the types of neighborhoods that are at 
greatest risk for specific types of criminal victimization. 
This has implications for allotment of governmental funding 
directed toward prevention of crime.
Several findings are worth further exploration. First, 
it is possible that several interaction effects may be 
affecting the results. Second, the regression results thus 
far indicate that there is no statistically significant 
difference between Southern and Northern neighborhoods' 
influence on victimization rates of assault, and, 
theoretically, the loss of Southern neighborhoods as a 
significant predictor of assault casts doubt on the Southern 
subculture of violence thesis. However, since the 
regression model was not able to show how predominantly 
White Southern neighborhoods and predominantly Black 
Southern neighborhoods are associated with assault, these 
issues will be explored in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 6 
SOME FURTHER SPECIFICATIONS
A number of the findings presented in Chapter 5 suggest 
that further specification of the influence of the 
independent variables on crime victimization may be of 
heuristic value. Variables that often have been 
demonstrated or suspected to be most influential on levels 
of crime either did not attain significance in this study or 
the directions of the associations were not anticipated or 
predictable from extant research and theory. In particular, 
the effects of Proportion Black and region (South), had 
unanticipated effects on assault and robbery. As the review 
of literature would indicate, a substantial body of research 
is inconsistent with the results and, thus, the findings in 
this study are somewhat confounding. Also, the variable 
Density did not appear to have any appreciable influence on 
any of the dependent variables. Given the suspected 
influence of density that is traceable to the earliest 
ecological research, the present findings regarding this 
variable are quite surprising. Therefore, in this chapter 
we will explore further the effects of race, region, and 
density in an attempt to determine why these anomalies are 
appearing in the sample of neighborhoods used in the present 
study.
99
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 0 0
Region and.Race; A Further Look at Their Relationship to
Assault and .Robbery
As noted in Chapter 4, when South, Black, and Racial 
Heterogeneity together are regressed with Assault, the 
influence of South and Black are positive and significant. 
However, in the integrated model with the effects of 
structural variables controlled, both South and Black are 
negatively related to Assault, Black significantly so. This 
suggests there may be some regional/race-specific influence 
on violence. To examine this prospect, dichotomous 
variables were constructed for each using their median 
value. Cross tabulations were then constructed to examine 
the association. As can be seen in Table 11, there is 
clearly a higher probability that Southern neighborhoods are 
disproportionately violent neighborhoods. Nearly three- 
fourths (72.7%) of the Southern neighborhoods were violent 
places, while only a little over one-third of the non- 
Southern were. This, of course, is the association revealed 
in the cultural model regression, and clearly is consistent 
with the existing literature (Gastil, 1971). However, when 
we examine these relationships for White and Black 
neighborhoods separately, an interesting pattern emerges.
In Table 12, the distribution of violent neighborhoods 
by region is displayed for predominantly White 
neighborhoods. Obviously, most White violent places are 
located in the South.
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Table 11. Levels of Assault by Southern and Non-Southern 
Neighborhoods (N = 30)*
Region Low Assault High Assault Row
Neighborhoods Neighborhoods Total
Non-South 12 7 19
(63.2) (36.8) (63.3)
(80.0) (46.7)
South 3 8 11
(27.3) (72.7) (36.7)
(20.0) (53.3)
Column Total 15 15 30
(50.0) (50.0) (100.0)
*Row and column percent in parentheses.
Chi square significant at .05.
Table 12. Levels of Assault in Southern and Non-Southern
Predominantly White Neighborhoods (N = 14)*
Region Low Assault High Assault Row
Neighborhoods Neighborhoods Total
Non-South 9 1 10
(90.0) (10.0 (71.4)
(90.0) (25.0
South 1 3 4
(25.0) (75.0) (28.6)
(10.0) (75.0)
Column Total 10 4 14
(71.4) (28.6) (100.0)
*Row and column percent in parentheses.
Fisher's Exact Test significant at .i05.
On the other hand, as can be seen in Table 13, regional
differences in the presence of violent neighborhoods is not
pronounced for predominantly Black neighborhoods. In fact.
there is a higher likelihood (though not statistically
significant) that non-Southern Black neighborhoods will be
violent places. It is possible that violence in non-
Southern Black neighborhoods is more "structurally" driven.
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Table 13. Levels of Assault in Southern and Non-Southern 
Predominantly Black Neighborhoods (N = 12)♦
Region Low Assault High Assault Row
Neighborhoods Neighborhoods Total
Non-South 3 5 8
(37.5) (62.5) (66.7)
(60.0) (71.4)
South 2 2 4
(50.0) (50.0) (33.3)
(40.0) (28.6)
Column Total 5 7 12
(41.7) (58.3) (100.0)
♦Row and column percent in parentheses.
Not significant.
i.e., a consequence of structural poverty (cf. Loftin & 
Hill, 1974), while Southern Black neighborhoods retain a 
more traditional solidarity that suppresses such structural 
influences. For example, structural inequality may not be 
as pronounced in Southern cities at least as measured by 
labor market equality between Whites and Blacks (cf. Cohn & 
Fossett, 1995). Thus, relative deprivation may not be as 
high as measures of absolute deprivation may suggest. On 
the other hand. White violence may be more "culturally" 
driven. Indeed, this would be quite consistent with the 
Southern cultural of violence thesis. Thus, to the extent 
that there is a regional culture influence, it appears it 
could be White-specific. Unfortunately, given the very 
small number of cases, it is not feasible to perform 
meaningful multivariate analysis on White or Black 
neighborhoods alone to further specify the presence of such
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influences. Nevertheless, with a suitable sample, pursuing 
these questions with neighborhood level data would be 
beneficial. To the knowledge of this writer, this has not 
been done previously.
Somewhat the same logic seems to be applicable to the 
interpretation of the region/race patterns in robbery. In 
the cultural model. Black was a powerful predictor of 
robbery rates and South was negatively and significantly 
associated with neighborhood robbery rates. These were 
predictable patterns, particularly the association of race 
and robbery. However, this pattern changes somewhat in the 
integrated model with Black having no association with 
robbery and South becoming an even more powerful negative 
predictor of robbery. Again, examination of race/region- 
specific cross tabulations offers some clues as to why this 
occurs. Table 14 is a display of low and high robbery 
neighborhoods by region.
The low negative association of robbery with South 
revealed in the cultural model regression is present. 
However, the race-specific contingency tables (Tables 15 and 
16) suggest what may be an interaction between race and 
region in their effect on robbery. For predominantly White 
neighborhoods, there is clearly no region effect--low and 
high robbery rate places are distributed in equal 
proportions between regions (See Table 15).
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Table 14. Levels of Robbery by Southern and Non-Southern
Neighborhoods (N = 30) ♦
Region Low Robbery 
Neighborhoods
High Robbery 
Neighborhoods
Row
Total
Non-South 9 10 19
(47.4)
(60.0)
(52.6)
(66.7)
(63.3)
South 6 5 11
(54.5)
(40.0)
(45.5)
(33.3)
(36.7)
Column Total 15 15 30
(50.0) (50.0) (100.0)
♦Row and column percent in parentheses. 
Not significant.
Table 15. Levels of Robbery in Southern and Non-Southern
Predominantly White Neighborhoods (N = 14) ♦
Region Low Robbery High Robbery Row
Neighborhoods Ne ighborhoods Total
Non-South 7 3 10
(70.0)
(70.0)
(30.0)
(75.0)
(71.4)
South 3 1 4
(75.0)
(30.0)
(25.0)
(25.0)
(28.6)
Column Total 10 4 14
(71.4) (28.6) (100.0)
♦Row and column percent in parentheses.
Not significant.
However, for predominantly Black neighborhoods the 
distribution of low and high robbery neighborhoods is very 
much skewed, with Black high robbery places heavily 
concentrated in the non-South (See Table 16). This suggests 
that the Southern Black neighborhoods in this sample may be 
different in some way that is suppressing the level of 
robbery.
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Table 16. Levels of Robbery in Southern and Non-Southern 
Predominantly Black Neighborhoods (N = 12) *
Region Low Robbery 
Neighborhoods
High Robbery 
Neighborhoods
Row
Total
Non-South 1 7 8
(12.5)
(33.3)
(87.5)
(77.8)
(66.7)
South 2 2 4
(50.0)
(66.7)
(50.0)
(22.2)
(33.3)
Column Total 3 9 12
(25.0) (75.0) (100.0)
*Row and column percent in parentheses.
Not significant.
However, examination of the descriptive statistics for Black 
neighborhoods by region indicated no systematic differences 
in the means of the structural variables that would account 
for this. Unemployment was somewhat higher in the non- 
Southern Black neighborhoods, but for all the other 
variables, if any differences were present, they were in the 
direction that would lead us to predict higher robbery rates 
in Southern Black neighborhoods. Perhaps as with assault, 
there is "something about the South" that is suppressing 
Black robbery rates. Again, we may be observing the effects 
of higher Black neighborhood solidarity in the South and the 
absence of the structural inducements to robbery which may 
be more concentrated in non-Southern Black populations (Cohn 
& Fossett, 1995). Or, perhaps, non-Southern Blacks may be 
more segregated in areas which are robbery prone, e.g., the 
central city, and structural inequality may be more 
pronounced (Farley & Frey, 1994; Stark, 1987). In summary.
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then, we have not been able to rule out the possibility that 
Black Southern neighborhoods have some extraneous factors 
not accounted for in this study that may account for their 
association with lower rates of robbery, and whether those 
factors be extended kinship networks, greater involvement in 
the political arena, greater regulatory capacity of the 
institution of religion, or less relative deprivation cannot 
be determined here. While the data used in this study did 
not allow us to examine these possibilities, they are 
plausible avenues for future research.
Interaction Effects of Density 
Density, as measured in this study, had no independent 
statistically significant effects on any of the dependent 
variables. This was somewhat surprising because of its 
central place in much of the ecological literature, even 
that dating to Chicago School. However, the logic of 
interpreting what effect density should have on deviance/ 
crime is that the influence of density should not be 
necessarily independent of other factors, i.e., high density 
may be conceptualized as amplifying the influence of other 
community characteristics. Therefore, the possibility of 
interactions between Density and the variables included in 
the final integrated model were explored. Interaction terms 
were constructed for Density and each of the eight variables 
in the model and regressed with Assault, Burglary, and 
Robbery.
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The results indicated only four significant 
interactions: the Density x Length of Residence term on
Burglary, the Density x Age term on Burglary, the Density x
High School Graduates term on Assault, and the Density x
High School Graduates on Robbery. The latter three
interaction terms had such high levels of collinearity with
their components as to suggest they were not sufficiently 
independent to be meaningful. However, the Density/Length 
of Residence interaction effect on Burglary appeared to be 
independently influencing burglary rates and in a different 
way than its component variables individually. This finding 
deserves some extended comment. The results of the 
regression with and without this interaction may be compared 
in Table 17.
Finding the significant interaction effect on burglary 
was intriguing because, thus far, none of the independent 
variables in this study have been significant predictors of 
this particular crime rate. Even more intriguing is that 
the Density/Length of Residence interaction term and Density 
are associated with Burglary in opposite directions.
Remember that in the integrated model without Density in the 
equation. Length of Residence was positively, but not 
significantly, associated with Burglary (see Table 8) . 
However, notice in Table 17 that with Density in the 
equation, Length of Residence is associated with Burglary in 
a negative direction. Also notice in Table 17 that when the 
interaction term is not in the equation, the Beta associated
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 0 8
with Density is positive (though not significant). When the 
interaction term is added, both Density and Length of 
Residence are negative (as originally predicted the latter 
would be), and somewhat more strongly associated with 
Burglary (though still not significantly so). The other 
independent variables remain basically stable in both 
equations. However, the interaction term is significant, 
and positive (Beta = .654).
Table 17. Comparison of OLS Regression Coefficients With 
and Without Density/Length of Residence Interaction,
Burglary Dependent*
Variables
Density .223 - .516
Length of Residence - .390 - .516
Mixed-Use .200 .284
High School Graduates -.354 - .268
Unemployment .090 .138
Age .260 . 129
Married - .230 - .028
Proportion Black -.222 - . 108
South - .142 -.007
DENRES (Interaction) --- .654*
Multiple R . 678 .735
R: .460 .540
Adjusted R^ .217 .297
♦Significant at .10.
This pattern suggests the relationship of the Density/ 
Length of Residence interaction term may be unstable across 
the range of values for Burglary, indicating a possible 
curvilinear relationship not revealed by linear regression.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 0 9
To pursue this possibility, the bivariate scatterplot for 
the interaction term and Burglary was examined (not 
presented here). A non-linear picture did appear. For 
lower values of the interaction term, Burglary increased 
independently. For higher values of Burglary, the 
interaction term increased independently. In other words, 
the connection between the variables appears to be very 
different in different neighborhoods.
What could account for this pattern? One clue lies in 
Stark's (1987) suggestion that density will be of major 
importance only in producing crime when it is ecologically 
tied to poverty--otherwise its effect would be nil.
Pursuing this possibility, the sample was dichotomized into 
high and low income neighborhoods using the median value of 
proportion with income over $20,000, and the scatter plots 
examined in each subsample. Though each subsample contained 
only 15 cases, it was apparent for low income neighborhoods 
that Burglary and the Density/Length of Residence 
interaction term increased proportionately, and appeared to 
be linear (r = .673). On the other hand, in the high income 
neighborhoods, the association was basically "flat"
(r = .316). We are, therefore, left with a possible 
explanation quite consistent with the ecological/ 
disorganization perspective. Persistent poverty 
concentrated ecologically (captured by length of residence 
in a poor neighborhood and density together) contribute to
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the erosion of neighborhood controls and higher crime more 
so than either do independently.
But why is this interaction effect specific to 
burglary victimization? It is speculative, but we might 
appeal to a routine activities explanation. In poor, dense 
areas, not only would the presence of motivated offenders be 
disproportionately higher, but the level of guardianship 
much lower. For example, integration between households may 
be disproportionately lower, and households may be more 
socially isolated even if they are not physically isolated. 
Indeed, there is support to the suggestion that the 
residents of disorganized neighborhoods are more suspicious 
and untrusting of their neighbors (Stark, 1987). Also, 
other forms of security are more likely to be absent.
Alarms, security guards, police patrols, and controlled 
access are not typical of poor dense areas as they are of 
affluent dense areas. Thus, while these more affluent 
households may contain more desirable targets for theft, 
guardianship prevents ease of access. There is evidence to 
support this interpretation in individual level research on 
burglars. Burglars particularly like to select multiple 
dwellings as targets, but only if such places provide easy 
and quick access and a context in which it is possible to be 
unobserved (Shover, 1996). Therefore, while neighborhood 
characteristics evidently predict other crime rates 
independently, for burglary levels to be predicted may 
require more of an understanding of multiplicative effects.
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CHAPTER 7 
CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this research was to attempt to reveal 
which social organizational characteristics could best 
explain victimization rates of assault, burglary, and 
robbery at the neighborhood level. This research specified 
which social and structural characteristics were associated 
with neighborhoods being criminogenic areas, and it 
specified which characteristics produced differences in 
specific types of crime between different types of 
neighborhoods. A brief summary of the results are presented 
in Table 18. Neighborhoods were examined as units of social 
control, units of stratification, and, in a limited way, as 
subcultural units. In doing so, the study made several 
contributions to criminological research, most generally 
that elements of all three (stratification, social control, 
and possibly "culture") may contribute to a parsimonious 
explanation of crime, but not equally so to different types 
of crime.
First, the results suggest a rather limited number of 
social organizational characteristics of neighborhoods are 
predictive of victimization rates, at least with respect to 
assault and robbery. Although different combinations of 
variables were required to develop the most efficient
111
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Table 18. Summarization of Findings Using Ecological, 
Institutional Integration, and Cultural/Regional Predictors. 
Assault, Burglary, and Robbery Dependent
Variable
Assault
Dependent
Burglary
Dependent
Robbery
Dependent
Ecological Variables 
Length of Residence (-)** ( + ) (-)**
Mixed-Use (-) ( + ) ( + )
Institutional 
Integration Variables 
High School Graduates (-) ** (-) (-) **
Unemp 1 oyment ( + ) { + ) ( + )
Age ( + ) { + ) ( + )
Married (-) (-) (-)
Cultural/Regional 
Variables
Proportion Black (-) * (-) ( + )
South (-) (-) (-)**
*One-tailed significance 
**One-tailed significance
at .10 from 
at .05 from
OLS results. 
OLS results.
Note : ( + ) and (-) indicate direction of Betas
predictors of the different types of crimes, an integrated 
model was found to be the most parsimonious. The 
development of an integrated model of crime is a major 
contribution because it demonstrated that crime is a 
multidimensional phenomena, and can be best understood by 
integrating several of the dominant theories of crime.
Second, unlike many research designs that tell us more 
about individual victims and individual offenders, this 
research focused on neighborhood victimization rates. In 
doing so, it broadened our understanding of why some places 
may be deviant places without necessarily appealing to a 
"kinds of people" argument that reduces the explanation
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simply to the presence of deviant individuals. This 
research found that the primary causal factors of 
neighborhood crime rates were the structural conditions in 
the neighborhoods. Specifically, education and neighborhood 
stability influenced victimization rates of assault and 
robbery at the neighborhood levels. In addition, a regional 
influence on neighborhood crime rates was found. Southern 
region accounted for lower levels of robbery at the 
neighborhood level. Crime, then, is influenced by levels of 
institutional integration, social organization, and 
cultural/regional elements.
Third, this research revealed some rather unique 
associations between what were labeled here as "cultural" 
variables and victimization rates of crime, particularly 
region and race. While most research has consistently 
demonstrated a positive relationship between race and crime, 
this research demonstrated that Proportion Black had no 
influence or even a negative influence when ecological/ 
structural controls were introduced. This has not been a 
finding of other studies that have used larger units of 
analysis such as states or cities. However, these results 
are consistent with a recent neighborhood level 
investigation of race and crime conducted in a medium size 
Southern city (Shihadeh & Shrum, 1995). Their research 
showed that when controlling for structural factors, the 
effect of percent Black in neighborhoods on crime 
disappeared. Rather, they found variables similar to those
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 1 4
used in this study, i.e., economic disadvantage and social 
disorganization, to be the true predictors of crime rates. 
This result, too, adds support to a "kinds of places" rather 
than a "kinds of people" explanation of crime.
Finally, much of the ecological research has focused on 
the relationship between social organization and crime 
rates. However, many of the specific interactions between 
the variables that contribute to crime are yet to be 
identified. This research identified how density and length 
of residence interact with each other at the neighborhood 
level, and that the influence of this particular interaction 
effect will affect crime rates differently in low income 
neighborhoods when compared to more affluent neighborhoods. 
Thus, this finding reemphasized the importance of examining 
interaction effects regarding the influences they have on 
crime rates at the neighborhood level.
Limitations of the Research
The study was limited by the cross-sectional nature of 
the data. While this study focused on a specific period in 
time, other hypotheses could have been more broadly examined 
through a longitudinal study. Neighborhoods can change from 
"good neighborhoods" to "bad neighborhoods" quickly. 
Therefore, a longitudinal study could have addressed changes 
in neighborhood stability and its influences on crime rates 
over time. So important is this notion that it has led 
Bursik (1988) to make the following argument:
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The concept of social disorganization is grounded 
in the human ecology theory or urban dynamics, in 
which the notions of change and adaptation are 
central. Thus, the full set of dynamics that may 
lead to such disorganization can only be discerned 
when long-term processes of urban development are 
considered. . . . The effects of such 
developments on the distribution of crime and 
delinquency are impossible to detect without 
longitudinal data. (pp. 524-525)
Another problem faced in this research was the sample 
used. The external validity of the study is limited by the 
non-random nature of the sample and small number of cases. 
The neighborhoods in this study were originally studied 
because they were involved in crime prevention programs.
This is important because neighborhoods found in other 
cities and neighborhoods that have not been involved in 
crime prevention projects may present very different 
patterns of crime and community structures. Also, we must 
be cautious with respect to the reliability of the research, 
because the questions were asked slightly differently in the 
neighborhoods used in this data set. Thus, reliability may 
suffer.
Given the exploratory nature of this study, the 
research has been restricted largely to investigating 
ordinary least square regression and bivariate 
relationships. This, of course, is an inherent limitation 
since the empirical world in reality always is more complex 
than revealed in such analyses. Chapter 6 was a response to 
this problem. However, due to the limited number of cases
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in this study (N = 30), the ability to further specify the 
model was limited. Nonetheless, the present study may give 
some direction for further research involving more 
integrated and formal theoretical statements.
Implications, for Future Research 
First, better measures of crucial concepts are needed 
in order to analyze and determine the effect that social 
disorganization at the neighborhood level has on crime 
rates. While this study demonstrated that some of the 
independent variables were associated with assault and 
robbery at the neighborhood level, there were several 
dimensions of neighborhood disorganization that could not be 
measured in this study. For example, measures of routine 
activity theory were particularly limited, and could not 
capture the three core components of the theory. Without 
available measures of important theoretical concepts such as 
routine activity theory, the research is limited.
Therefore, future research should focus on improving the 
design of surveys and upon gathering more theoretically 
specified dimensions of neighborhood social disorganization. 
Reiss (1986) pointed out the necessity of such an approach. 
He stated:
If our understanding of crime and criminal 
behavior and its control is to advance, 
governmental data collection and scholarly 
research must be designed to collect individual, 
organizational, and community level information. 
This is necessary to determine whether, in what 
way, and how much the organizations to which one
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belongs and the community in which one lives have 
an independent effect on crime. (p. 27)
Second, many studies on neighborhood crime rates have 
been limited to a small number of cases. As such, it is 
difficult to establish what explains variation in crime 
rates among neighborhoods. Therefore, future research needs 
to study larger samples of neighborhoods in order to 
determine "whether, in what way, and how much the 
organizations to which one belongs and the community in 
which one lives have an independent effect on crime" (Reiss, 
1986, p. 27).
Third, cross-sectional studies cannot detect change.
If we are to understand how neighborhood crime rates vary, 
future research must observe neighborhoods over a period of 
time through longitudinal studies. Although such designs 
are costly, it is only through such studies that the 
dynamics of neighborhood change and the effect this has on 
neighborhood crime rates can be detected.
Finally, future research must approach neighborhood 
crime rates through a multilevel contextual analysis. In 
the past, criminological research has been micro- 
sociological or macro-sociological. Currently, 
criminologists are interested in linking the two traditions. 
To do so is important because the structural and cultural 
conditions of the neighborhood may affect individual 
decisions to participate in crime; and individual decisions 
to participate in crime may have detrimental effects on
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several of the factors known to be associated with social 
disorganization with neighborhoods. Taub et al. (1984) 
noted the effect that individual decisions have on 
neighborhoods in the following statement :
. . . individual decisions, based on the 
calculation of short term self-interest, can 
produce collective outcomes that are actually 
worse for everybody than one might expect or, at 
the very least, collective outcomes that are 
surprising when looked at from the perspective of 
the individual actor. (p. 12)
The point is that research based on the integration of the
two traditions will provide a more comprehensive theory of
crime, and will perhaps answer a host of questions that have
yet to be explained about neighborhood crime rates.
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APPENDIX A
VARIABLES USED IN STUDY
CITY
ASSAULT
BURGLARY
ROBBERY
MIXED-USE
LENGTH OF 
RESIDENCE
City identification number
1-Chicago
2-Newark, NJ
3-Houston
4-Philadelphia
5-San Francisco
6-Atlanta
During the past year, in the neighborhood where 
you live now, has anyone physically attacked 
you or has anyone threatened or tried co hum 
ycu even chough they did not actually hurt you? 
(Proportion "yes.") Proportion "yes" ASSAULT x 
1 ,000.
Since che first of this year, has anyone broken 
into your home, garage, or another building on 
your property to steal something? PLUS : Have 
you found any sign that someone tried to break 
into your home, garage, or another building on 
your property to steal something? (Proportion 
"yes" to either.) Proportion "yes" BURGLARY x 
1 ,0 0 0 .
Since the first of this year, has anyone stolen 
something directly from you by force or after 
threatening you with harm? PLUS: Other than 
that, has anyone tried to take something from 
you by force even though they did not get it? 
(Proportion "yes" to either.) Proportion "yes" 
ROBBERY X 1,000.
Proportion of the population renting rather 
than owning housing.
Average length of residence, in years
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PHYSICAL Do you think abandoned buildings or vehicles
DISORDER are a problem in the area? Are abandoned
houses or other empty buildings a problem in 
this area? Are abandoned buildings or burned 
out storefronts a problem in the area? In 
every case, respondents were to indicate if the 
stimulus was "a big problem" (score 3), "some 
problem" (score 2), or "no problem" (score 1) 
in their area.
DENSITY Proportion of the population living in large
buildings, usually with seven or more units.
KEEPING Proportion responding not in the labor force
HOUSE with status "keeping house."
LIVING Proportion of the population living with no
ALONE other adults.
UNEMPLOYED Proportion in the labor force, but unemployed.
HIGH SCHOOL Proportion of the population high school 
GRADUATES graduates or higher educational attainment.
AGE
MARRIED
HELPED EACH 
OTHER
Average age of respondents, in years.
Proportion responding married.
In some areas, people do things together and 
help each other. In other areas, people mostly 
go their own way. In general, what kind of are 
would you say this is? Is it mostly one where 
people help each other, or one where people go 
their own way? (Proportion "yes.")
PROPORTION
BLACK
SOUTH
RACIAL
HETERO­
GENEITY
INCOME
Proportion non-Hispanic Black.
Neighborhoods located in southern areas of the 
United States.
Constructed by giving the ratio (% Black /
% White) an equal value to its inverse; i.e., 
(% White / % Black). Thus, for example,
20% Black / 80% White is equal to 80% White / 
20% Black.
Proportion household incomes $20,000 and 
higher.
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CITY
AREA
STUDY
LOITER
DRUGS
VANDALS
NOISE
GANGS
ABANDON
APPENDIX B 
CODE BOOK
City identification number
1-Chicago
2-Newark, NJ
3-Houston
4-Philadelphia
5-San Francisco
6-Atlanta
Neighborhood identification number
Study identification number
1-Chicago-1983
2-Chicago-1973
3-Houston-Newark
4-Three Cities
5-Atlanta
Teenagers hanging out on the streets? Groups 
of people hanging around on corners or in 
streets?
People selling illegal drugs? People using 
illegal drugs in the neighborhood?
Presence of drugs and drug users?
Sale or use of drugs in public places?
Vandalism (like kids breaking windows or 
writing on walls or things like that)?
Noisy neighbors (people playing loud music or 
having late parties)?
Noisy neighbors; people who play loud music, 
have late parties, or have noisy quarrels.
Gang activity?
Gangs ?
Abandoned buildings or vehicles?
Abandoned houses or other empty buildings in 
this area?
Buildings or storefronts sitting abandoned or 
burned out?
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DRINKING People drinking in public places like on
comers or in streets?
People drinking in public places like streets 
or playgrounds?
LITTER Garbage or litter on the streets and sidewalks?
Dirty streets and sidewalks in this area?
TRASH Vacant lots filled with trash and junk?
INSULTS People who say insulting things or bother
people as they walk down the street?
PROSTUTN Prostitutes?
Prostitutes walking the streets or standing on 
corners?
SMUT Pornographic movie theaters or bookstores,
massage parlors, topless bars?
Adult movie theaters or adult bookstores?
DOGS Dogs barking loudly or relieving themselves
near your home?
GARBAGE People not disposing of garbage properly or
leaving litter around the area?
SOCIAL Social disorder represents combined values for
the loitering, drugs, vandalism, gangs, public 
drinking, and insults items.
PHYSICAL Physical disorder represents combined values
for the noise, abandon, litter, and trash 
items.
DISORDER Averaged responses to Social disorder and
Physical disorder, in effect actually weighing 
their contributions to the total score for each 
area.
LEAAFEAR How safe do you feel or would you feel being
out alone in your neighborhood at night? Do 
you feel very safe, somewhat safe, somewhat 
unsafe, or very unsafe?
NORCFEAR Is there any area right around here--that is,
within a mile,--where you would be afraid to
walk alone at night? (yes-no)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 3 1
BURGPROB
ASSPROB
RAPEPROB
ROBPROB
CRMNRBY
CRMTREND
CRMPROB
NBSAT
NBHOME
NOMOVE
People breaking in or sneaking into homes to 
steal things?
People being attacked or beaten up by 
strangers?
Rape or other sexual attacks?
People getting robbed or having their money, 
purses, or wallets taken?
How much crime would you say there is on the 
few blocks right around your home?
How much crime would you say there is in your 
own immediate neighborhood?
How much crime would you say there is in the 
two-block area around your home?
In the past year or so, has the amount of crime 
in your neighborhood increased, decreased, or 
stayed about the same?
Within the past two years, do you think crime 
in your neighborhood has increased, decreased, 
or remained the same?
Measured concern about crime problems in the 
neighborhood.
On the whole, how do you feel about this area 
as a place to live? Are you very satisfied, 
somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or 
very dissatisfied? (High score satisfied)
Do you really feel a part of your neighborhood, 
or do you think of it more as just a place to 
live? (High score feel a part or area a real 
home.)
Do you expect to be living in this neighborhood 
two years from now? (High score does not 
intend to move.)
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NBPAST Overall, in the past two years (in the past 
year or so,) would you say your neighborhood 
has become a better place to live, has gotten 
worse, or is about the same as it used to be? 
Would ycu say that your neighborhood has 
changed for the better or for the worse in the 
past couple of years, or has it stayed about 
the same?
NBFUTURE All things considered, what do you think the
neighborhood will be like two years from now? 
Will it be a better place to live, will it have 
gotten worse, or will it be about the same as 
it is now?
HELPOTHR In some areas, people do things together and
help each other. In other areas people mostly 
go their own way. In general, what kind of 
area would you say this is, is it mostly one 
where people help each other, or one where 
people go their own way?
SOCLEVNG About how often do you spend a social evening
with one of your neighbors? (1-4; "never" to 
"always")
CHATNBR How often do you chat with your neighbors when
you run into them on the street? (1-4; "never"
to "always")
TELLSTRN How hard is it to tell a stranger in your
neighborhood from somebody who lives there? It
is pretty hard or pretty easy most of the time?
INTERACT Responses to the sociable and friendly items
above were combined in standard score fashion. 
The two measures were correlated .80 and 
resulted in INTERACT.
LANDLORD Landlords who don't care about what happens to
the neighborhood?
PEOPLEIN The wrong kind of people moving in?
MARK Have you engraved any of your valuables to help
recover them in case they are stolen?
Have any valuables here been marked with your 
name or some number?
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In order to avoid crime, have you ever engraved 
identification numbers on valuables?
Have you engraved your valuables with your name 
or some sort of identification, in case they 
are stolen? (Proportion "yes.")
AVOIDOUT In general, how often do you avoid going out
after dark in this area because of crime? Do 
you avoid going out most of the time, 
sometimes, or never?
How often do you avoid being outside alone at 
night because of crime?
NBWATCH Think about the last time when no one was home
for at least a day or so. Did you ask a 
neighbor to watch your home?
To protect you and your belongings, have you 
had a neighbor keep watch on your home while 
you were away?
(Proportion "yes.")
PURSEVIC During the past year, in the neighborhood where
you live now, has anyone picked your pocket or 
taken a bag or package directly from you 
without using force or threatening you?
(Proport ion "yes.")
ASSVIC During the past year, in the neighborhood where
you live now, has anyone physically attacked 
you or has anyone threatened or tried to hurt
you even though they did not actually hurt you?
(Proportion "yes.")
BURGVIC Since the first of this year, has anyone broken
into your home, garage, or another building on 
your property to steal something? PLUS : Have
you found any sign that someone tried to break 
into your home, garage, or another building on 
your property to steal something? (Proportion 
"yes" to either.)
RAPEVIC Has anyone sexually attacked you, or tried to,
since the first of this year? (Proportion 
"yes.")
MARRIED Marital status "married."
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WORKING
UNEMPLOY
KEEPHSE
WHITE
BLACK
LATINO
NONANGLO
HSGRAD
LRESIDE
AGE
ADULTS
RENTER
BIGBILD
ALONE
INC20
STABLE
POOR
In the labor force--working full or part time. 
In the labor force--unemployed.
Not in the labor force--status "keeping house." 
Race non-Hispanic White.
Race non-Hispanic Black.
Race-ethnicity "Hispanic," "Latino," "Mexican- 
American," etc.
Combined Blacks and Hispanics at the individual 
level.
High school graduate or higher education.
Average length or residence, in years.
Average age of respondents, in years.
Average number of adults in household.
Household tenure renting rather than owning.
Living in large building-size code category, 
usually "7 or more units."
Living with no other adults.
Household incomes $20,000 and higher.
Neighborhood stability factor score (composite 
measure of average length of residence, average 
age of residents, percent single family homes, 
and percent rental dwellings).
Neighborhood poverty factor score (composite 
measure of % High School Graduates, % Working 
full/part time, % Incomes over $20,000, and % 
Unemployed.
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